Confiscation Compensation 
In your February 12th issue, Gary S. Brainard wrote an article on the disposal of nuclear 
waste material. While much of what he said was interesting and important, he included one 
suggestion that seems totally out of place in THE NEW AMERICAN. He refers to "eminent 
domain" as a way to solve the problem of where to put nuclear wastes. This so-called "law" 
seems to be a legacy of the idea of subjects and all-powerful monarchs. It has been used for 
decades to confiscate private property for unconstitutional schemes such as federal subsidies for 
railroads and urban renewal. There is no such thing as just compensation when one is forced to 
give up property and take what a government agency decides is "fair" or "reasonable." This 
concept has no place in a truly free society. Nuclear wastes can be stored safely, but this should 
be done in a fair, voluntary manner. 
LAWRENCE R. BORNE 
Edgewood, Kentucky 


The Scary Truth 

Thanks for THE NEW AMERICAN. I am in my second year of subscribing to your 
magazine. Wow, what I have learned! Before THE NEW AMERICAN, many questions went 
unanswered. Not anymore! Your magazine spells out the scary truth of America's sellout to 
communism and world government. Also, your articles are an excellent source of facts, quotes, 
and figures. This information helps support my thoughts and beliefs. 

William F. Jasper's interview with Joseph Farah in the February 12th issue was to the 
point. With all the bias in news reporting, it is nice to hear a newsperson state a different opinion. 
The media do generally sway public opinion toward socialist views. 

STEVE SCHLOTTMAN 
Lewiston, Idaho 


Zionist Revisionism 

Erik A. Johnson's review of the movie Music Box in the January 29th issue of THE NEW 
AMERICAN implied that Jewish activists are not concerned with the validity of evidence 
supplied by communist countries against suspected Nazi war criminals. "Jews picket Mike's 
house having found him guilty before the trial," writes Johnson. As a veteran Jewish activist, I 
can assure you that most of the Jews who get involved in such protests are members of the 
Jewish Defense League (JDL). The ideology the JDL espouses is Zionist-Revisionist. 

Zionist-Revisionist ideology is very anti-communist. Rabbi Meir Kahane, the founder of 
the JDL, is the most anti-communist Jewish American since Roy Cohn. Professor Edward Teller 
and Dr. Joseph Churba are examples of Zionist-Revisionists who are extremely anti-Nazi and 
anti-communist. They realize, as do all Zionist-Revisionists, that Hitler and Stalin were able to 
make a pact because, above all else, they were both dedicated to eradicating the Judeo-Christian 
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ethic. 

It is important for anti-communists to see the ally they have in the Zionist-Revisionist 
movement. For further information, read White Nights by Menachem Begin about his 
experiences in a Russian Gulag, or write to the Jewish Defense League at P.O. Box 6664, 
Philadelphia, PA 19149. 

MOSHE AHARON, SPOKESMAN 
Philadelphia JDL 


Mr. Johnson's review provided an accurate description of the events depicted -- 
accurately or inaccurately -- in the film. -- ED. 
Hope Springs Eternal 
I like to take THE NEW AMERICAN because I feel that here, at last, is truth. But I have 
to tell you, I get so depressed when I get each issue. I get the feeling that there is no hope left -- 
for freedom. 
Has anything happened that's good for our side? This is not meant to criticize you. It's 
just a feeling like everything is closing in and I wonder if there is any hope. 
RUTH WINTERS 
Cherry Hill, New Jersey 


The very existence of THE NEW AMERICAN, and of readers such as yourself, is reason 
for hope. -- ED. 


FRONT PAGE Against Whom Are We 
Defending? 

"The Cold War is Over!" our government officials and media pundits claim. But this does 
not mean that we can retire the last soldier and melt down the last gun. Now that our former 
Soviet adversary is our newest ally, we supposedly must work together in the international 
community to solve global crises that affect everyone. We must declare war on international 
terrorism, the illicit drag trade, and environmental devastation. We must extinguish hot spots in 
Central America, Africa, and the Middle East. In general, we must police the world, making sure 
that it is safe and secure. 

"{One of our challenges] for the 1990s is to work with allies, friends, and traditional 
adversaries alike to protect the world community against new global dangers," Secretary of State 
James A. Baker III told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on February Ist. "Today and in 
the future, we must take collective responsibility for ensuring the safety of the international 
community. Traditional concepts of what constitutes a threat to national and global security need 
to be updated and extended to such divergent concerns as environmental degradation, narcotics 
trafficking, and terrorism." 

Coming U.S.-Soviet Alliance 

Although many Americans would argue that the United States still faces a military threat 
from the Soviets, our leaders have begun to openly treat them not as enemies but as 
comrades-in-arms. One indication of a coming U.S.-Soviet alliance was the visit that Admiral 
William J. Crowe Jr., chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, paid to the Soviet Union in June 
1989. Gorbachev himself told reporters that this visit -- the first by a U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff 
chairman -- demonstrated that the U.S. and the USSR are "moving from the notion of enemy to 
the notion of partner." During a tour of U.S. military facilities in October 1989, Soviet Defense 
Minister Dmitri Yazov hinted that Soviet and U.S. armed forces may soon exchange "parties of 
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soldiers." 


As one aspect of the coming U.S.-Soviet alliance, the United States may soon share 
intelligence information with the Soviet Union. This exchange will be for the apparent purpose 
of fighting terrorism, even though the KGB is engineering terrorism worldwide. "We may start 
with a very limited exchange, see how it works, and then start to broaden it," claimed a State 
Department official who was quoted in the April 21, 1989 issue of The New York Times. 

Secretary of State James A. Baker III brought an intelligence-exchange proposal with 
him to Moscow in May 1989 as part of a broad negotiating brief. Since that time, working 
groups have been established to discuss possible areas of cooperation that include not only 
terrorism but other issues such as the international drug trade and environmental protection. 

U.S. and Soviet terrorism experts held a week-long meeting in September 1989 at the 
Rand Corporation in Santa Monica. Participants included former officers of the KGB and CIA, 
including ex-CIA head William Colby. A Rand Corp. terrorism expert called the event 
"unprecedented." 

The conference prepared 30 recommendations to submit to their governments. Among 
them: 

¢ The U.S. and the USSR should sell certain weapons and equipment to legitimate 
governments only; 

* The two countries should expand cooperation in international law enforcement, 
including an agreement on extradition and prosecution of terrorists; 

¢ They should work together in the Middle East to "prevent, limit and punish acts of 
terrorism"; and 

¢ National and international laws should be strengthened. 

U.S. Attorney General Richard Thornburgh visited KGB headquarters in October 1989 as 
part of his five-day Soviet tour. While in the Soviet Union, Thornburgh and Soviet Minister of 
Justice V. F. Yakovlev signed a joint statement "expressing mutual desire for active exchange of 
experience and cooperation on the rule of law and concrete legal questions." Thornburgh said 
that he and KGB chairman Vladimir Kryuchkov will try to establish contacts with the KGB in 
several areas of law enforcement, including the illicit drug trade and terrorism. 

On December 6, 1989, the Soviet news agency Tass reported that the U.S. and the USSR 
had decided to draft specific proposals for the further development of contacts between the KGB 
and "special services of capitalist states," including the CIA. In January 1990, KGB head 
Kryuchkov told the Soviet media that he expects the KGB and the CIA to expand contacts this 
year for the purposes of fighting international terrorism, drug trafficking, and smuggling. 
According to the February 5, 1990 issue of Insight magazine, "[Kryuchkov] added that if the 
Soviet Union and the United States have a joint interest in lowering the temperature of the 
planet's ‘hot spots,’ the KGB and the CIA 'may exchange intelligence information in order to 
devise and undertake joint action by the governments of our countries." 

Should these areas of cooperation be firmly established, the U.S. and Soviet intelligence 
communities could conceivably pool their resources to eliminate "terrorists" who are in reality 
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freedom fighters. At the same time, they could conceivably supply clandestine support to 
"freedom fighters" who are in reality terrorists. Thus, freedom fighters such as the present-day 
Contras might be targeted for elimination, while the terrorist African National Congress might be 
supported. With the KGB and CIA working together, there is no telling what initiatives might be 
undertaken under the guise of combatting terrorism. 

The Pretense Is Over 

The recent transition of the Soviet Union from adversary to ally merely ended a great 
pretense. The United States has supported the Soviet Union all along; the modern-day Soviet 
military threat was made in the United States, and the transfer of technology from West to East 
has continued to the present day. A 1989 Defense Department publication stated: "The Soviets 
are exploiting improved relations with the West to implement cooperative science and 
technology (S&T) programs and exchanges. The resulting technology transfer from these 
activities provides significant benefits to the Soviet defense industry." 

Entitled Soviet Military Power: Prospects for Change, this Defense Department 
publication also stated: "The long-running Soviet program of legal and illegal acquisition of 
foreign technology has not diminished. This program, coupled with the pursuit of technology 
through joint ventures and exchanges, is vital to the Soviets’ strategy of upgrading their 
competitiveness in military technology." 

As part of the new era of U.S.-Soviet relations, both countries are proceeding rapidly 
with new disarmament initiatives. Last May, Mr. Bush resurrected the Open Skies proposal, first 
put forth by President Dwight Eisenhower. Under this proposal, unarmed surveillance planes 
from the NATO and Warsaw Pact countries would be allowed to fly over the other side's 
territory. Negotiators hope to have the document ready for signing by a May 12th meeting. 

The U.S. and the USSR also hope to have a Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) 
ready in time for the summit planned for June, and a completed Conventional Forces in Europe 
(CFE) treaty by the end of this year. Of course, such disarmament programs will not result in the 
elimination of all weapons from the world, but merely the concentration of them in the hands of 
a global security force -- against which no nation or group of nations could hope to resist. 

Policing the World 

The Cold War has been a phony war. During its 45-year duration, policy makers and the 
media warned of "The Bomb." Because of The Bomb, we fought limited police actions in Korea 
and Vietnam, signed arms control treaties with a government that broke promises like pie crusts, 
and participated in the America-bashing United Nations. Some Americans even concluded that 
we had to form a one-world government to eliminate the threat of nuclear devastation. 

During this period, Americans spent as much as $300 billion a year to defend themselves 
against a Soviet military their own government had helped to create. They spent much more than 
would have been necessary if their government had not given a third-rate power a first-rate 
military capability. During this same period, sincere anti-communists focused their attention on 
the threat from Moscow, even while America was weakened by the growth of socialism at home. 
In reality, of course, the main threat has been sellout, not fallout; and it has emanated from 
Washington, not Moscow. Now that the Insiders who have a hammerlock on U.S. government 
policies have proclaimed the demise of communism, other enemies will be cited to justify the 
need for an effective U.S. military. Our military will be used to build the "New World Order," 
not to protect the United States. 

Under the Constitution, the only legitimate function of the U.S. military is to protect the 
United States. Yet, the U.S. military has been used increasingly as a world police force. Recent 
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U.S. military incursions include the following: 

Persian Gulf -- U.S. Navy vessels were used in 1987 to escort U.S.-flagged Kuwaiti oil 
tankers in the Persian Gulf. This initiative tilted U.S. policy toward the Iraq side of the Iran-Iraq 
war, since Kuwait is an ally of Iraq. It also tilted U.S. policy toward Soviet interests in the 
region, since Iraq is a Soviet client state. President Reagan was correct when he stated on August 
26, 1987 that "We found a parallel interest with the Soviet Union in a political end to the 
Iran-Iraq war .... " 

The Philippines -- In response to a request from President Corazon Aquino, Mr. Bush 
authorized air cover to support her government's troops in suppressing a December Ist coup 
attempt by elements in the Philippine military. The rebels claimed that Aquino's government was 
corrupt and ineffective in fighting the communist insurgency. 

Panama -- Although it is proper to use American forces to defend American lives and 
property, the overthrow of Noriega -- not the protection of American lives -- was generally 
recognized as the primary purpose of the invasion. 

If U.S. troops can invade Panama to bring about "democracy" there, what's to stop them 
from invading other countries for the same purpose? Why not invade South Africa? Or Chile? If 
formal military ties are established between the U.S. and the USSR, will American troops be 
called upon to crush anti-Soviet resistance movements? 

International Armed Forces 

Over time, the U.S. armed forces could be incorporated into those of the United Nations. 
The precedent for such a drastic move has already been established: U.S. forces in Korea fought 
under the command of the United Nations. Moreover, as early as 1961 the executive branch of 
the U.S. government proposed a major transition to a UN "peace" force so strong that no nation 
could challenge it. 

That year, President John F. Kennedy presented a disarmament proposal to the UN 
General Assembly that called for strengthening the UN peace force to that high level. The 
proposal was entitled Freedom from War: The United States Program for General and 
Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, and was also known as Department of State 
Publication 7277. The following year, Mr. Kennedy submitted a similar proposal to an 18-nation 
disarmament committee, this one entitled Blueprint for the Peace Race: Outline of Basic 
Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World. On May 
25, 1982, Congressman Ted Weiss (D-NY) called for implementation of Blueprint for the Peace 
Race and pointed out that this disarmament proposal had never been formally withdrawn by the 
U.S. government. 

In October 1988, the Soviet Union expressed its willingness to provide troops for UN 
peace-keeping forces. In November 1989, the U.S. and the USSR announced that they would 
submit a proposal to the General Assembly calling for the world body to strengthen its role in 
preserving peace and fostering international cooperation. 

"The President wants to turn to the UN as more and more issues develop in which the 
U.S. and the Soviet Union are not on opposite sides," said national security advisor Brent 
Scowcroft in 1989. That same year, the State Department's Public Information Series 
proclaimed: "The United States is committed to addressing global issues through the United 
Nations." 

UN peacekeeping forces have been used recently in Cyprus, Lebanon, Afghanistan, 
Pakistan, Iran, Iraq, and Namibia. On March 9th of this year, the United States proposed the use 
of UN troops in Nicaragua to separate the Sandinista and Contra armies. The UN has also 
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become increasingly involved in efforts to "resolve" conflicts in Afghanistan, Iran-Iraq, Angola, 
and elsewhere. 

The present-day U.S. military commitment in NATO could actually serve as a stepping 
stone to eventual merger of the armies from East and West. According to the December 4, 1989 
Air Force Times, "The goal is to develop a new European structure linking East and West 
through economic and political ties. NATO leaders see the alliance as the only existing forum 
that can tackle this ambitious task ...." 


Speaking in West Berlin on December 12th, Secretary of State James A. Baker III 
described a "new architecture" for Europe, designed to "draw together the West while also 
serving as an open door to the East." On February 1st of this year, Baker admitted: "The United 
States has encouraged European integration from the beginning." 

This goal of linking East and West may explain why NATO invited Soviet Foreign 
Minister Eduard Shevardnadze to visit its headquarters last December 19th. It may also explain 
why the military chiefs of NATO and the Warsaw Pact held a joint three-week meeting on 
military doctrine at the beginning of this year. The participants included General Colin Powell, 
chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, and General Mikhail A. Moiseyev, chief of staff of the 
Soviet armed forces. 

As part of this process, the NATO alliance and the Warsaw Pact may be phased out in 
favor of anew "European Peace Order." The opposition Social Democrats and the Free 
Democrats, who belong to the governing coalition in Germany, favor this new military 
establishment and see NATO as a transition to it. Vaclav Havel, who is now considered the most 
influential voice in East European politics, also favors this European Peace Order. Havel's 
Foreign Minister, Jiri Dientsbier, claims: "We need a new security structure, based on the CSCE, 
embracing everybody in Europe, and the United States." The Wall Street Journal, which 
reported on this new concept in its March 12th issue, claimed that "President Bush and Secretary 
of State Baker better get used to it and figure out how to react to it." 

The Next "War"? 

Now that the Cold War is supposedly over, the U.S. will point increasingly to new 
"enemies" to justify foreign entanglements. Activities are already increasing on several 
battlefronts: 

Illicit Drug Trade -- Mr. Bush warned on February 7th that narco-gangsters threaten our 
national health and spirit. "Now they are taking on the pretensions of a geo-political force ... and 
they must be dealt with as such by our military: in the air, on the land, and on the seas," he said. 

Last September, Mr. Bush proposed a U.S. anti-drug Budget of $8.8 billion in fiscal 
1990, as compared to $5.7 billion the previous fiscal year. This January, he proposed spending 
$10.6 billion in fiscal 1991. He has also increased the role of the military in interdicting the flow 
of illicit drugs into this country. 

Mr. Bush noted approvingly in a UN Day proclamation signed last October 19th that the 
UN "has also begun to offer leadership in the fight against drug trafficking, as well as in efforts 
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to protect the global environment." This February, the United Nations held a special four-day 
session on drugs. Addressing the session, Secretary Baker called on the world body to adopt a 
global anti-narcotics program. 

Environmental Protection -- On March 11, 1989, 24 nations at an environmental 
conference called on the United Nations to police the global atmosphere, including "appropriate 
measures" to enforce its edicts. The October 9, 1989 issue of Time mentioned the possibility of a 
"United Nations environmental police force." 

This international effort to combat pollution may even provide the impetus for stepping 
up the transfer of technology to the Soviet Union. The January 29th Time magazine pointed out: 
"A major impediment to progress is the sorry state of the Soviets' technological base. Their 
outmoded machinery is less energy efficient and more polluting than modern equipment. The 
Soviets realize that they need technology from other countries. They are counting on the U.S., 
Europe and Japan to recognize that pollution in the Soviet Union can ultimately be dangerous to 
everyone." 

World's Hot Spots -- On February 7th Mr. Bush was asked what the chances are for "the 
U.S. and the USSR working together to solve some of the world's problems, such as the Middle 
East?" He replied: "Better, far better." Unless the present direction of U.S. policies is reversed, 
the U.S. and the USSR will find more and more common ground for extinguishing hot spots. 

* * * 

So long as our government is under the influence of the New World Order architects, the 
powers that be can exploit our military in ways that are detrimental to America. Examples 
include: 

Foreign Aid -- Although NATO was purportedly established to counter the Soviet threat 
to Western Europe, the practical effect of this military alliance was to shift the burden of 
Western Europe's defense costs from West Europeans to Americans. This subsidy enabled West 
European countries to devote a greater portion of their resources to their economies, resulting in 
a more competitive Western Europe and a harder-pressed United States in the world market. This 
single indirect foreign aid program has been much more burdensome to U.S. taxpayers than 
official foreign aid programs: Over one-half of the $300 billion U.S. defense budget goes to 
NATO. 

Bankruptcy -- A nation can bankrupt itself by irresponsibly spending money on a 
military just as easily as it can bankrupt itself by spending money on social-welfare programs. 
This is particularly true in the case of money spent to research and develop new weapons 
systems that are never deployed. 

National Service Youth Corps -- Many conservative-minded Americans would be 
appalled if a National Service Youth Corps were established. They would point out correctly that 
such a program would bloat the federal budget, extend federal control, encourage our youth to 
look to government for solutions to social problems, and discourage private acts of charity. Yet, 
many of these same conservatives might not notice if the U.S. military were gradually converted 
to a quasi-national service organization. This transition could conceivably occur, and it could be 
made mandatory with the institution of a new draft to meet some "national emergency" such as 
environmental devastation or the illicit drug trade. 

National Police Force -- Recognizing the importance of local police to the preservation 
of liberty, many conservatives would vehemently oppose the establishment of a national police 
force. Yet, this step toward tyranny could be made gradually simply by extending U.S. military 
operations into areas traditionally handled by local police forces. The military is already being 
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used to help guard the borders against illegal aliens and illicit drugs. Although this is certainly a 
legitimate function of the U.S. military, questions remain: Could the U.S. military eventually be 
used to "assist" local police in combatting the drug problem in America's heartland? And could 
this "assistance" eventually lead to federal control over every police department in America? 
Oppression -- Under the wrong leadership, the military can be used for purposes never 
intended by our founding fathers. If the military becomes a national police force, and if guns in 
the hands of the citizenry are confiscated, then the national government will have the guns and 
will control the police. It is not difficult to imagine how this power could be abused, especially if 
the U.S. military becomes a part of an international police force and if the U.S. and USSR are 
exchanging "parties of soldiers." 
-- GARY BENOIT, DIRECTOR 
BIRCH RESEARCH INCORPORATED 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Tension in Lithuania 
A crisis has existed in Lithuania since the Baltic nation declared its independence from 
the Soviet Union on March 11th. Kremlin boss Mikhail Gorbachev has tried to reverse the 
Lithuanian action by having his troops stage military maneuvers in the capital of Vilnius and raid 
hospitals to capture hundreds of Lithuanians who deserted from the Soviet armed forces after 
independence was declared. Gorbachev has also ordered confiscation of some 29,000 private 
firearms owned by Lithuanians, KGB reinforcement of border posts, and the departure of all 
foreigners from the country. 
The Bush Administration has confined its reaction to verbal support of Lithuania's "right 
to self-determination." 
U.S.-Soviet Grain Deal 
Soviet and American negotiators reached agreement March 22nd on a pact that would 
allow the Soviet Union to buy a minimum of 10 million metric tons of U.S. wheat, feed grains, 
and soybeans each year over the next five years. The annual amount could go as high as 14 
million tons without consultation between the two countries. Shipments of American wheat and 
corn to the USSR totaled 21.7 million tons in 1989 and, as of March 8th, another 13.8 million 
tons were scheduled for delivery. 
Valdez Captain Acquitted 
A Superior Court jury in Anchorage found Joseph H. Hazelwood, skipper of the Exxon 
Valdez, not guilty of criminal mischief when his tanker ran aground on March 24, 1989, spilling 
nearly 11 million gallons of crude oil into Prince William Sound. The jury rejected charges that 
Hazelwood was drunk when the incident occurred and found him guilty on a single charge of 
negligent discharge of oil. In a sentence handed down March 23rd, Judge Karl Johnson ordered 
the captain to pay a fine of $50,000 and to serve 1000 hours of community service cleaning the 
beaches fouled by the oil spill. "I'm going to try to get along with my life," said Hazelwood. "I'd 
like to go back to sea." 
Bush Opposed to AIDS Bias 
Addressing an audience of business executives and leaders of organizations fighting 
AIDS, President Bush on March 29th urged the House of Representatives to pass the Americans 
with Disabilities Act, which would ban discrimination in housing and employment against 
people with any disability, including AIDS. The bill has already been passed by the Senate. "We 
will not and we must not in America tolerate discrimination," the President said. "In this nation, 
there is only one way to deal with the individual who is sick: with dignity, compassion, care, 
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confidentiality, and without discrimination." 
Curb on Corporate Spending 

In a Michigan case, the Supreme Court ruled (6 to 3) on March 27th that, while 
corporations may contribute to political campaigns through political action committees, they may 
not give political candidates money directly from their own treasuries. The state, said Justice 
Thurgood Marshall in the majority opinion, can place limits on "the corrosive and distorting 
effects of immense aggregations of wealth that are accumulated with the help of the corporate 
form." In a dissent, Justice Antonin Scalia said "the fact that corporations amass large treasuries" 
is not "sufficient justification for the suppression of political speech unless one thinks it would be 
lawful to prohibit men and women whose net worth is above a certain figure from endorsing 
political candidates." 

Contras to Disarm 

After meeting with Contra leaders in the Honduran capital of Tegucigalpa on March 
23rd, Cardinal Miguel Obando y Bravo, the Catholic Archbishop of Managua, announced that 
the Contras will demobilize before Violeta Chamorro takes office as president of Nicaragua on 
April 25th. Some 12,000 Contras are in Honduras near the Nicaraguan border, and a 
communiqué said those forces would begin disarming "by April 20th at the latest." The Contras 
have insisted that their demobilization be accompanied by a cease-fire verified by outside 
observers from the United Nations and the Organization of American States. 

Namibia Under Nujoma 

After 75 years of rule by South Africa, Namibia gained its independence from Pretoria 
March 21st but is now ruled by Sam Nujoma, whose SWAPO communist guerrillas waged war 
against South African control for 23 years. "In the name of the people, I declare that Namibia is 
forever free, sovereign, and independent," said Nujoma before being sworn in as President by 
UN Secretary General Javier Perez de Cuellar. Those attending the ceremony in Windhoek 
included Secretary of State James Baker, Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze, 
Muammer Qaddafi of Libya, Yasir Arafat of the Palestine Liberation Organization, and Nelson 
Mandela of the African National Congress. 

Secretary Baker met with Mandela and other ANC chiefs, including Joe Slovo, head of 
the South African Communist Party, and then flew to Johannesburg for talks with South African 
President F.W. de Klerk and another meeting with ANC leaders. 

In Washington, President Bush, announcing that all economic sanctions against Namibia 
had been lifted and that U.S. diplomatic recognition had been extended to the Nujoma 
government, declared that the independence of Namibia marked "the end of colonialism in 
Africa" and the beginning of "the world's newest democracy." 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


NATION Paying 
Moscow's Tab 

It's bad enough that Congress appropriates billions for foreign aid giveaways each year; 
now President Bush wants to remove Congress from any decision-making over which nations get 
the money. If he is successful, this costly scam will be moved further away from the taxpayers 
who foot the bills. 

At present, the single foreign aid bill hovers at the $14 billion level. Actual foreign aid -- 
when all "contributions" to international lending institutions, emergency appropriations, etc. are 
counted -- soars to much greater heights. 

"The United States must find a formula to respond to the new world," says an unnamed 
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State Department official in the Chicago Tribune. Secretary of State Baker himself has been 
lobbying Congress for a transfer of budgetary authority from Congress to the executive branch. 
An imperial presidency is being built piece by piece. 

The current debate has been triggered by the events in Europe, Panama, and Nicaragua. 
As everyone knows, several nations have moved away from communist control. Hardly anyone 
knows or is willing to admit that these new governments are now controlled by militant socialists 
-- meaning little change at all. Similarly, Panama and Nicaragua have moved toward democratic 
socialist rule, a gnat's eyelash better than what they endured under Noriega and Ortega. 

It now seems as though everyone in America is clamoring for our nation to up the foreign 
aid ante. Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and plenty of other governments have their hands 
out, as do Panama and Nicaragua. We're waiting for Fidel to be toppled by another socialist who 
wants our dollars. 

Why Finance Socialism? 

Hasn't anyone noticed that the bills of these socialist quagmires are being transferred 
from Moscow to Washington? Doesn't anyone realize that their economic devastation was 
brought on by socialism (the second "S" in USSR) and is hardly going to be repaired by more of 
the same under less strident leaders? 

What we have here is another debate over false alternatives. Any American who might 
have an opinion about this whole business faces a lose-lose situation. Should the President or 
Congress decide where the money goes? Should we slice Israel's and Egypt's take so there's more 
to spread around elsewhere? 

Like many an election in which voters have two awful choices, the debates about foreign 
aid offer the option of losing big or losing bigger. What's needed is for someone to grab a 
network television microphone and say: "The debt we are building for ourselves and our children 
amounts to suicide. Sustaining socialists and con men in foreign capitals is blatantly 
counter-productive. Let's put an end to the throwing away of America's treasure. No more 
foreign aid -- period!" 

Instead of such good sense, we get "experts" like Zbigniew Brzezinski calling for a new 
and immediate infusion of $25 billion for Eastern Europe. All of it will go to socialist 
governments to keep them going until their next crisis and another round of desperate cries for 
aid. 

Contrast Brzezinski's palaver with the wisdom of Anna Walentynowicz. The principal 
founder of Poland's Solidarity movement, she came to the United States early in 1989 to tell 
anyone who would listen that Lech Walesa was fronting for the communist-socialist government. 
She pleaded for complete independence for her country; Walesa pleaded for foreign aid. This 
valiant lady's speech climaxed this way: "Poland needs freedom, not foreign aid." The whole 
world and especially U.S. taxpayers need her kind of thinking. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Aaron Zelman is a national firearms distributor and co-author (with Police Lieutenant 
Michael Neuens) of A Consumer's Guide to Handguns. During the Vietnam War, he was a 
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medic with the Marine Corps. He founded Jews for the Preservation of Firearms Ownership 
(JPFO) "to expose the propaganda and myths used by all anti-gunners, but particularly by some 
Jewish anti-gunners." (For more information, contact JPFO, 2872 S. Wentworth Avenue, 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53207, (414) 769-0760.) Mr. Zelman was interviewed by Robert W. Lee. 

Q. There are many outstanding pro-gun groups already in existence. Does JPFO offer 
anything special? 

A. I think we do, because we're able to forcefully challenge liberal Jewish politicians, who 
have been promoting what I call "gun hate," without being labeled anti-Semitic. In fact, when we 
retained a lobbyist in Washington, one of the comments he made was that we were able to do 
some things that the other pro-gun groups would not consider doing because of the fear of being 
labeled "anti-Semitic." 

Q. Why are so many liberals and liberal organizations fearful of gun ownership? 

A. In the truest sense of the word, the term "liberal" means one who is open-minded and 
believes in freedom and liberty. But many of today's liberals believe and practice the very 
opposite. They favor a Big-Brother government and want to totally control people's lives. It is 
very difficult to achieve such a government, and exercise such control, if the populace is armed. 

Q. Some anti-gun elements argue that the Second Amendment guarantees the right to keep and 
bear arms only to collective bodies (such as a National Guard), but not to individual citizens. 
How do you respond to that? 

A. I firmly believe that the writings of the Founding Fathers clearly show that they meant for 
the Second Amendment to apply to individuals. I believe Thomas Jefferson used the phrase 
"soldier citizen" and talked about the individual citizen owning firearms. 

Q. How can gun owners be more effective in defending the Second Amendment? 

A. We often waste time trying to educate those who do not want to know the truth. A huge 
body of Americans is sitting on the fence, not quite sure what the gun ownership debate is all 
about. I think we have to devote more of our time and effort to convincing that group that the 
main issue is not gun ownership as such, but rather that gun ownership is the guarantee of the 
other rights we enjoy. If our citizenry is disarmed, the government can then do whatever it 
wishes, and all of our rights, not simply gun ownership, will be undermined. 

Q. You have referred to Christians as the "bedrock of America." What do you mean? 

A. Christians created this country. They created the Declaration of Independence and the Bill 
of Rights. If memory serves correctly, 52 of the Founders were Protestants, two were Catholic, 
and one was a Deist. Christians have made America a great country. There have been Jewish 
contributions along the way, as there have been from many other groups, but Christians are the 
bedrock of our society. 

Q. Why should Jews be concerned about preserving the right to keep and bear arms? 

A. Any Jew who is not interested in being armed has an awfully short memory about Jewish 
history. There has never been a time in history when it has been good for any minority, including 
Jews, not to be armed. No group of people has ever fared well when the government has had the 
guns and the people have been disarmed. 

Q. Why, then, do so many prominent Jewish organizations favor gun control legislation? 

A. That's the $64 question. I think that there are a couple of key reasons. One is that they want 
to be accepted by groups that have tended to shun them (for example, Ted Kennedy and Jane 
Fonda groups). If you want to run with those people, you have to accept key tenets of their faith. 
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One of those tenets is total government control of people's lives, and people must be disarmed to 
achieve that. 

Another reason might be what I call the "ghetto mentality," which many Jews still have. 
It is the tendency to "go along to get along" with whatever the government says. "Don't make 
waves" by upsetting the government and perhaps things will improve. Unfortunately, the 
opposite usually happens, because government always tends to grab whatever it can when it does 
not face resistance. 


Q. Js it true that an entire Nazi division was held at bay in the Warsaw Ghetto by resisters 
armed with a few handguns, enabling as many as a thousand additional persons to escape with 
their lives? 


A. It is commonly referred to as the uprising in the Warsaw Ghetto. It has been written about 
many times. It simply demonstrated the fact that, if people are armed, they can oppose their 
oppressors and survive. The Nazis apparently never realized how few guns were involved. If 
they had known that there were only ten or so handguns, they probably would have attacked with 
more force. But they thought they were up against more than just ten "Saturday Night Specials." 
Replicas of those guns are on display in a museum in Israel. So, people who think that handguns 
are not of much value, and are only good for killing people, should realize that they are also good 
for saving lives. 


Q. What is the attitude of Jews in Israel toward gun ownership? 


A. In Israel, the Jewish attitude toward gun ownership is 180 degrees different than what it is 
in America. Many of the founders of the state were Holocaust survivors who were well aware 
that an armed citizenry is absolutely essential. You don't run into the same idiocy and lunacy in 
Israel that you find here in America among the left-wing, liberal Jewish community. 


Q. What threat would a domestically disarmed America pose to Jews in this country? 


A. The same threat that it would pose to non-Jews. If the citizenry is disarmed, then 
government can do whatever it wishes with a person's life and determine who lives, who dies, 
how you worship, what you read, where you work, how your children are raised, what they learn 
in school, and so on. Again, it is not just a matter of keeping inanimate objects in our homes. It is 
a matter of preserving and protecting an entire way of life. Our grand experiment with freedom 
would perish if the American people were ever disarmed. 


Q. President Bush voted for the 1968 gun control law when he was in Congress, then bought a 
life membership in the National Rifle Association in 1985 when preparing to run for the 
Presidency, then backed a ban on the importation of assault rifles after becoming President. 
Where do you think he stands on the gun issue? 


A. If President Bush ever wants to regain any respect from the millions of gun owners in 
America, he is going to have to start doing what is in the best interest of America and realize that 
Americans need to be armed. He should, for example, encourage a citizen-soldier program to 
take up some of the slack from our shrinking defense establishment. A concerted effort should be 
made, as one of his "thousand points of light," to have millions of private citizens placed under 
arms and trained regularly (as is done in Switzerland) so that we have an active voluntary, 
well-prepared militia that can defend the country if needed and thereby increase our internal 
security. 

Since an enormous amount of the defense budget goes for salaries and pensions, billions 
of dollars could be saved using volunteers who supply their own weapons, ammunition, clothing, 
food, health insurance, and time. The Pentagon could gradually reduce the number of paid 
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soldiers and possibly close more military bases as they become unnecessary. 

Q. What impact, if any, would a gun ban in the U.S. have on the status of Israel? 

A. I think that a U.S. gun ban would weaken America and create the possibility of a 
totalitarian government here. Should it be anti-Jewish or anti-Israel, any aid to Israel would 
cease. Israel has been of tremendous help to our military, particularly to the Strategic Defense 
Initiative program. Some leading pro-SDI military authorities have said that U.S. aid given to 
Israel has come back to this country many times over. A gun ban would go far to eliminate the 
rest of our freedoms. If the Second Amendment were to go, the First Amendment would soon 
follow, along with the rest. A non-free America would likely lead to a weakened Israel. If Jews 
are looking for a safe place to live, they had better pray that America stays a free nation. 

Q. You have referred to "liberal Jewish influence in the media." What do you mean by that? 

A. Well, that's exactly what I meant: influence. Richard Cohen's writings in the Washington 
Post, A.M. Rosenthal's writings in the New York Times; Mike Wallace on Sixty Minutes, Ted 
Koppel on ABC's Nightline, CNN's Martin Schramm -- the list goes on and on. These are people 
who are not generally known to be sympathetic to the Second Amendment of the Constitution, 
and they are Jewish, and they do have quite a bit of influence. 

Q. Is it possible to keep guns out of criminal hands by passing laws? 

A. If it were, drug laws would keep drugs out of criminal hands. And Prohibition would have 
worked. Criminals who can't obtain handguns saw off long guns to make short ones. If they can't 
get long guns, they make homemade "zip" guns. Anti-gun laws keep guns out of the hands of 
those who obey the laws. Criminals, by definition, are law-breakers. 

Q. Supposing it were actually possible to do away with all guns, would that be a good thing? 
A. Not at all. For instance, guns -- far more than other types of weapons -- make women, the 
elderly, and other physically vulnerable segments of our society equal to the strongest man when 

it comes to personal defense. It has been said that a gun is "the greatest equalizer," and it is. 

Women, by the way, are the fastest growing segment of the handgun market in America. 
The gun haters are definitely concerned, because they realize that, if they lose women on the 
issue of gun ownership, they are probably going to lose the battle. I would encourage every man 
who is interested in firearms to encourage every woman he knows to become interested as well, 
since it could be one of the best ways to really lower the boom on the gun haters. 

Q. What is wrong with banning cop-killer bullets? 

A. First of all, so-called "cop-killer" bullets have never killed a police officer. They were never 
available for sale to anyone other than a government agency. Even federally-licensed firearms 
dealers were not allowed to sell such bullets, which were developed in response to a demand by 
police departments for ammunition that would be effective against heavily-barricaded criminals. 
The ban on such bullets has simply made it more difficult for police to reach such criminals. 
Also, the crusade against cop-killer bullets notified every criminal sleaze-ball in America that 
police officers were wearing bullet-proof vests. One result was a substantial increase in the 
number of officers shot in the head. Their blood is partly on the hands of the liberal media, who 
hyped this issue way out of proportion. 

Q. What is wrong with banning handguns made of plastic? 

A. There is no handgun made entirely out of plastic. Some are partly plastic. Even the 
so-called "plastic handgun," the Glock 17 from Austria, is 83 percent steel by volume. It does not 
pass through airport X-ray equipment that is properly adjusted. The problem with our airport 
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security is not guns that are partly plastic, but rather the minimum-wage personnel who operate 
the detection equipment, and the fact that the equipment is often not properly adjusted. 


Q. What legitimate purpose, if any, do assault rifles serve? 


A. The true definition of an "assault" rifle is a select-fire weapon used by the military, which 
means that it can be fired either semi-automatic or fully automatic. Those weapons are not 
available for sale to the public. What has been erroneously referred to as an "assault" rifle is 
semi-automatic only, meaning that a single shot is fired with each pull of the trigger. What the 
anti-hunting crowd doesn't want the public to know is that, when you are in the field hunting 
with a semi-automatic rifle and are able to get that extra second or third shot off quickly, it is less 
likely that wounded game will escape to die in agony. It is therefore more humane. People who 
are opposed to the use of semi-automatic weapons in the field are actually opposing humane 
hunting practices. 

The killing power of such semi-automatic rifles as the AK-47 and the AR-15 is less than 
that of a 30-06 hunting rifle. An AK-47 round is equivalent to that of a 30-30 Winchester. The 
round from an AR-15 is simply a high-velocity .22. Neither gun will kill a moose. But you can 
drop any moose with the 30-06, which is the most popular hunting round in America today. 


Q. The anti-gun lobby used to claim that it was only interested in restricting access to 
handguns. But, with their attack on semi-automatic rifles, they have moved to long guns as well. 
Can gun control, once it starts, be limited to a particular class of weapons? 

A. In Los Angeles and elsewhere, the gangs are already sawing off the barrels of shotguns, 
which have much more killing power than any semi-automatic rifle or handgun. If you were to 
remove one type of gun, criminals would move to others. The gun haters, whose ultimate goal is 
to disarm the American people, will use that fact to eventually go after shotguns and hunting 
rifles, just as they are now crusading against semi-automatic weapons. Remember, the liberal 
doctrine is to totally control people, and you can't do it if the people are armed. 

Q. Js it possible to generate hatred of guns without, at the same time, generating hatred of gun 
owners ? 

A. No. We have in America today something similar to what happened in Nazi Germany. You 
have certain segments of government, media, and police (such as San Jose, California Police 
Chief Joseph McNamara) promoting hate against guns and gun owners. It is a very serious 
situation. I hope the gun owners of America realize that this is not just an idle threat. This 
problem is going to get worse. Historically, when government, the media, and police officials 
join together to generate hatred toward a specific group of people, it is very dangerous, and only 
evil can come from it. The Jews who belong to JPFO understand this very well. The Jews who 
belong to B'nai B'rith, the ACLU, the American Jewish Committee, and other such groups don't 
seem to understand it. Or, if they do, they have made a commitment to a very un-American 
political agenda that is not in the best interests of this country. 

Q. You have indicated that some of the anti-Semitism that presently exists within the U.S. 
could actually be due to the anti-gun attitude of liberal Jewish groups. 

A. No doubt about it. I wrote an article for the Wisconsin Jewish Chronicle entitled "Jewish 
Gun Hate Fuels Anti-Semitism." I have two pieces of hate literature on my desk right now 
referring to "Zionists" and Jews trying to take guns away from Americans. When major Jewish 
media figures and men like Senator Howard Metzenbaum [D-OH] place themselves in the 
forefront of the gun-hate parade, it doesn't take much for someone who doesn't think clearly to 
conclude that Jews don't trust Americans to own guns. The message being broadcast by Senator 
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Metzenbaum and his cronies is very dangerous in that respect. We hope that the JPFO can make 
clear that not all Jews are Howard Metzenbaum clones on the gun issue. God help us if that were 
ever the case. 

Q. What is wrong with a seven-day waiting period prior to the purchase of a firearm, as 
Senator Metzenbaum, Sarah Brady of Handgun Control, Inc., and others have been calling for? 

A. Over 80 percent of the criminals in this country do not buy their guns through retail outlets. 
They steal guns, borrow guns, barter drugs for guns, or what have you. Waiting periods, like all 
gun-control schemes, merely harass law-abiding citizens. They have no real impact on criminals. 
People who believe that waiting periods do a little bit of good are not using their common sense. 
Remember, it is the cities in America with the strictest gun control laws (Washington, D.C., New 
York City, and Chicago, for example) that have burgeoning crime and homicide rates. 
Washington D.C. is the murder capitol of America, but the average citizen cannot buy a gun 
legally. 

Q. When and why did you launch the JPFO? 

A. It was started in November 1989. I was alarmed by what I call ultra-left-wing liberal Jewish 
gun hate. I was convinced that allowed to go unchecked it would destroy the internal security of 
America. One of our goals is to place them on the defensive and convince them that they are 
wrong. If we can do the same with other gun haters, all the better. We do not discriminate, 
however. We criticize any gun haters, regardless of color, creed, sex, or national origin. Our 
main goal is to defend firearms ownership and preserve the Second Amendment to the 
Constitution. 

I think that time is running out for Americans to defend the Constitution. We are not 
going to have a Constitution if we allow the gun haters to succeed with what they call "moderate, 
reasonable" controls. All of their proposed controls would send us further down a path leading to 
eventual confiscation. The JPFO is trying to do what it can, working with other pro-gun groups, 
to force the issue. We are in a unique position to challenge the liberal Jewish gun-hate lobby and 
the police groups that have joined the gun-hate crusade. Our group can have more impact 
exposing their Gestapo-like activities than can other organizations. 

Q. What are some of your specific activities? 

A. We are preparing advertisements to challenge the gun haters. We appear on radio and TV 
talk shows. We publish a newsletter for our members. We are organizing an Incident Response 
Team to independently investigate and report on gun-related incidents used by the gun haters to 
promote gun control. And we intend to publish a guide to anti-gun TV programs and motion 
pictures and a list of prominent pro-and anti-gun personalities. 

Q. Might not some people consider you an alarmist? 

A. They would be right. We are trying to alarm people -- not just alert them, but alarm them -- 
as to the extreme danger that would face this country if gun control schemes are successful. 

Q. Tell us about your newsletter. 

A. Maccabee is our quarterly publication. It is largely written by our members and is sent to 
those who join JPFO. We'll send a free sample copy to any of your readers who request one. We 
print information intended to put gun haters on the defensive and educate individuals who are 
undecided on the gun issue. Juda Maccabee was a great warrior. Contrary to what many people 
may think about Jews (as a result of witnessing what some of the liberal-leftist Jewish groups 
and individuals are doing today), defending freedom is a great Jewish tradition. 

Q. Can non-Jews join JPFO? 
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A. Thirty percent of our membership is non-Jewish, and I think that the reason so many 
non-Jews are joining JPFO is that they realize that we are indeed a unique organization and are 
able to say and do things that other organizations simply would not be willing to do for fear of 
being labeled "anti-Semitic." 


Q. What effect would an increase in anti-Semitism have on gun control? 


A. Non-Jews have to realize that -- if there is an increase in anti-Semitism in America, and 
there is a single serious incident in which firearms are used in some overt, anti-Semitic act -- 
there will be a hue and cry by the likes of Metzenbaum, Koppel, Schramm, Rosenthal, and 
Cohen to take guns away from the people as a way to fight anti-Semitism. Anti-Semitism could 
conceivably become the ultimate excuse to disarm America. So, it is important for non-Jews to 
realize that efforts have to be made not to allow that to happen. JPFO is in a unique position to 
fight the problem by putting gun haters on the defensive, so they cannot use this ploy. 


Q. In Kennesaw, Georgia, where everyone is encouraged to have at least one firearm, crime is 
down. Are you familiar with that situation? 


A. Ihave been there. I met with the Mayor and the Chief of Police. Crime has indeed dropped 
dramatically since the pro-gun policy was adopted. Kennesaw is a crossroads town. You get a lot 
of traffic and a lot of transients. You would think that they would have many burglaries. But 
would-be thugs know better than to try. 


Q. Any final thoughts? 


A. I would predict that, as the promotion of gun hate increases, we will see more mass 
murders. The most notorious mass murderers in recent years have had one thing in common: 
They've been under psychiatric care and on mind-altering drugs. An autopsy on Laurie Dann 
[who killed one child and wounded five others in a Winnetka, Illinois schoolhouse on May 20, 
1988] showed evidence of two drugs prescribed by her psychiatrists, one of which had not been 
approved by the FDA. It was brought out during his trial that John Hinckley had taken a number 
of Valium pills two hours before his attempt to kill the President. James Wilson [who killed one 
child and wounded nine others and an adult in Greenwood, South Carolina on September 26, 
1988] had been treated at a psychiatric ward several times during the year prior to his rampage 
and was taking a powerful Valium-type drug. The autopsy on Joseph Wesbecker [who killed 
seven persons and wounded 13 others in Louisville, Kentucky on September 14, 1989] found 
significant amounts of the drugs lithium and Prozac. He was being treated for mental illness, but 
was nevertheless allowed to purchase the pistol and rifle he used. And Patrick Purdy [who killed 
five children and wounded 29 others and a teacher at a school in Stockton, California on January 
17, 1989] had been treated for mental problems a couple of years earlier with powerful 
tranquilizer and anti-depressant drugs. He was a known danger to society who had been ruled 
mentally incompetent by the Social Security Administration. Under federal law, you are not 
supposed to sell a firearm to someone who is mentally incompetent, but California officials, who 
knew he was receiving a Social Security check for his mental condition, nevertheless allowed 
him to buy firearms after a background check and waiting period. Purdy had committed felony 
after felony, but each time was allowed to plea-bargain to lesser charges, then go out and buy 
guns. 

As the madness to disarm the American people continues, I predict that gun-hating 
government officials and pressure groups will increasingly encourage conditions likely to result 
in terrible incidents that they can then use to justify more gun controls. 
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CAPTIVE NATIONS 


China Proud of Its Crimes 

Chinese Prime Minister Li Peng opened this year's session of the National People's 
Congress on March 20th by praising the government's brutal suppression of the student 
demonstrators in Tiananmen Square. "China's victory in quelling the turmoil and the rebellion 
has foiled the vain attempt of the international anti-communist and anti-China forces to subvert 
China's legitimate government and socialist system," Li gloated. 

Li actually called for strengthening state security. "While fostering socialist democracy 
and the socialist legal system, we must intensify dictatorship by the socialist state apparatus," Li 
told the rubber-stamp Congress. "Prosecutors and judges should fully perform their duties and be 
on the alert so that they can promptly crush attempts at infiltration and subversion by foreign 
hostile forces, and so that they can crack down on all sabotage by hostile elements at home." 

UN Soft on Communist Crimes 

The UN Commission on Human Rights on March 6th refused to criticize China for last 
June's Tiananmen Square massacre. The 43-nation Commission voted not to take action on a 
meekly-worded resolution that welcomed the end to martial law in China and urged the 
government "to continue to take measures along the same lines." 

The same day, the Commission passed a resolution to keep Cuba's human rights record 
on its agenda. This implicit criticism was sufficiently strong to provoke Castro's wrath. On 
March 12th, the Cuban government reportedly arrested at least 11 human rights advocates, seven 
of them because they had written to the U.S. delegation to the UN Commission in support of the 
Cuban resolution. 

These arrests were part of a new government crackdown that began the day before the 
Commission's vote. Unlike earlier crackdowns, this one was widely publicized by the 
government media in an apparent attempt to stir up hatred against the human rights advocates 
and to scare off potential critics of the communist state. 

East German Elections 

The Alliance for Germany finished first in East Germany's parliamentary elections on 
March 18th. The Alliance consisted of a three-party coalition led by the Christian Democratic 
Union and actively supported by West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl. It won 192 seats in the 
400-member People's Chamber. On March 23rd, Lothar de Maiziere, chairman of the Christian 
Democrats, declared his readiness to head the new East German government. 

The Alliance strongly advocates reunification with West Germany. The sizable vote for 
the Alliance, which surprised the experts, was interpreted as a rejection of communist rule and a 
mandate for German reunification. 

Hungarian Elections 

Hungarians voted in parliamentary elections on March 25th. With 38 percent of the votes 
counted, the Hungarian Democratic Forum led the field with 24.6 percent of the vote, while the 
Communist Party was in eighth place with 3.6 percent. According to UPI last December 13th, 
"Democratic Forum got support from the highest levels -- Communist Party Politburo members 
Imre Pozsgay and new Prime Minister Miklos Nemeth." 

Because election laws require a runoff for seats not won by a majority of the vote, 
winners in most cases will be decided by a second round of elections -- likely on April 8th. 
Nemeth, who ran as an independent, was one of the few candidates to win a majority. 

Mongolian Monopoly 
On March 12th, the ruling Politburo of the Mongolian Communist Party proposed an end 
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to the Party's monopoly on power. Two days later, the entire Politburo resigned. Gombojavyn 
Ochirbat, a former Party official, was named the new General Secretary. Ochirbat had been in 
the country only a few days; he spent the last two years in Czechoslovakia as Mongolia's 
representative to the World Marxist Review, a communist journal. 

The Mongolian Parliament on March 23rd formally repudiated the Communist Party 
monopoly. The Parliament added a new provision to their constitution, granting Mongolians the 
right to join parties whose platforms "correspond to the genuine interests of the people, in order 
to build up humane and democratic socialism." 

Romanian Tensions 

Mounting tensions between Romanians and ethnic Hungarians continue to shake the 
credibility of the ruling Council of National Unity. Army tanks and troops were used to separate 
the two taunting factions in a Transylvania city (Tirgu Mures) after three people were killed and 
300 hurt in fighting between mobs. 

Soviet Elections 

The political opposition made gains in the March 18th elections for local offices and 
republic parliaments in the Soviet Union. Opposition candidates won majorities over communist 
party candidates in the Moscow, Leningrad, and Kiev city councils. The March 20th New York 
Times reported: "Nationalist opposition movements continued to make progress in Estonia and 
Latvia, where separatist candidates did well, and in the Ukraine." 

Tass, the Soviet news agency, reported on March 24th that Mikhail Gorbachev has 
named his first cabinet. The 10-member Presidential Council includes Defense Minister Dmitri 
Yazov and KGB head Vladimir Kryuchkov. Only one non-communist is included in the cabinet. 

-- GARY BENOIT, DIRECTOR 
BIRCH RESEARCH INCORPORATED 


Going for Our Guns 
ROBERT W. LEE 


Our greatest strength lies in the fact that so many of our people not only 
possess weapons but also understand their use, and above all, they are prepared 

to defend themselves against any sudden attack by an enemy. You will remember 

that we won our freedom because we were armed. We were not a simple 

peasantry unused to weapons. The men who wrote our Constitution knew our 

people would be safe as long as they were armed. 

-- Louis L'Amour 
The Lonesome Gods 

A recent catalogue of exotic paramilitary paraphernalia and literature included plans 
costing $3.95 for constructing a Mark-1 submachinegun "that can be built at home for less than 
$20.00." It was indicative of the futility of keeping guns -- even machineguns -- out of the hands 
of those determined to obtain (or make) them. 

On November 13, 1989 a murder suspect with an extensive criminal record was being 
driven to New York's Riker's Island jail in the back seat of a car driven by two members of the 
Queens district attorney's detective squad. He was handcuffed, yet somehow obtained a gun, 
forced the car to the side of the highway, then shot both detectives to death. According to news 
reports, both officers carried pistols in ankle holsters, but neither had been fired. The suspect 
escaped. Once again, it was demonstrated that, despite New York's draconian gun control laws, 
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even a handcuffed prisoner can obtain firearms in circumstances in which only the police are 
supposed to have them. 

Meanwhile, advocates of gun control continue to blame guns, rather than the humans 
who wield them irresponsibly, for gun-related deaths. For example, Time magazine declared in 
its July 17, 1989 issue: "At any one time, the nation harbors a large tribe of those crying and 
struggling with the loss a gun has caused." (Will a future Time evaluation of education lament 
the large tribe of students crying and struggling with the misspelled words their pencils have 
caused?) 

Even some doctors have joined the hue and cry for gun control. Let's hope their 
evaluation of patients is more on target than their analysis of the gun issue. An article last year in 
the Journal of the American Medical Association guessed that it costs $1 billion annually to 
treat gunshot victims; concluded that government must foot most of the bill because most 
gunshot victims do not have insurance; and prescribed gun control as a remedy to eliminate this 
drain on the treasury. The article did not mention the 20,000 existing gun control laws that have 
failed miserably to curb crime (but have harassed and intimidated law-abiding citizens). Nor did 
it discuss the billions of dollars saved each year when handguns are used in self-defense to 
prevent or deter hundreds of thousands of crimes. 

An article in the New England Journal of Medicine of November 10, 1989 argued that 
Vancouver, British Columbia has a lower handgun-related homicide rate than does Seattle, 
Washington due to the 1977 Canadian law that effectively precluded the possession of handguns 
for self-defense. That flawed conclusion was autopsied by David B. Kopel, former assistant 
district attorney in Manhattan, in the February 11, 1990 Human Events. If a criminologist had 
analyzed the data cited by the NEJM, Kopel speculated, 

he would have noted that the handgun homicide rates among white residents of Seattle and 

Vancouver were nearly identical. He therefore would have attributed Seattle's 

higher rate to the greater number of shootings perpetrated by and upon blacks and 

Hispanics. (Neither ethnic group is present in Vancouver in significant 

numbers.)... 

A criminologist would also have noted that Vancouver had a lower 
handgun homicide rate before Canada's handgun law was enacted... 
Data for the rest of Canada indicate that the 1977 law also failed to curb 

crime nationwide. After the law was enacted, Canada's homicide rate remained 

the same. Armed robbery soared. Burglary of an occupied residence (the crime 

most often deterred by gun ownership) also rose sharply and exceeded the 

American rate. 

A competent criminologist would also have noted that the number of knife murders in 
Vancouver is rising, a phenomenon authorities attribute in part to the gun control law. 

In any event, the severe Canadian gun laws (even rifles and shotguns may not be 
purchased and used for sporting purposes without proper application and a police checkout) did 
not prevent Marc Lepine from massacring 14 women and wounding 13 other persons at the 
University of Montreal on December 6, 1989. Indeed, he had obtained his Sturm Ruger 
.223-caliber semiautomatic rifle at a hunting store on November 21st in full compliance with the 
nation's gun laws. This despite the fact that he had been rejected by the armed services for 
behavioral problems. 

Cultural, Not Legal Differences 
Regarding the attempt by anti-gun scholars to draw meaningful comparisons between 
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gun-related U.S. crime statistics and those of foreign nations that have even more stringent gun 
control laws, criminologist Don G. Kates, Jr. asserts that the differences are actually due to basic 
socio-cultural and economic factors that have nothing to do with gun laws. In a February 1990 
policy briefing paper, entitled Guns, Murders, and the Constitution, published by the Research 
Institute for Public Policy in San Francisco, Kates notes that, while it is true that Western Europe 
has less gun violence than does the U.S., it also has less violence of all kinds. 

The difference was even greater before Western Europe's gun laws were adopted in the 
1920s and 1930s. "In such equally crime-free countries as Switzerland, Israel, and New 
Zealand," Kates reports, "there is even more gun availability than there is in the United States." 
Ironically, "the two nations that most severely restrict gun ownership (punishing violation with 
death), Taiwan and South Africa, both have far higher apolitical murder rates than the United 
States." 

The gun laws in New York City, England, Switzerland, and Israel all require permits to 
own handguns. But, whereas permits for self-defense are routine in the latter two countries, they 
are discouraged by New York City and nonexistent in England. Despite New York City's harsh 
laws, police estimate that there are at least 2 to 3 million illegally-owned guns in the city. 
According to Kates, "The rate at which handguns are (illegally) owned for defense in New York 
City is more than double the rate of defensive ownership in states where it is legal. If people 
really want a gun for family defense, they will get one, regardless of any law." 

In April 1984 three terrorists attacked a cafe in Jerusalem with automatic weapons, 
intending to kill everyone in sight. They were able to claim only one victim before being shot 
themselves by handgun-armed Israelis. Kates recalls: "When presented to the press the next day, 
the surviving terrorist bitterly explained that his group had not realized that Israeli civilians were 
armed. The terrorists had planned to machine-gun a succession of crowded spots, believing that 
they would be able to escape before the police or army could arrive to deal with them." 

Three months later, in sharp contrast, James Oliver Huberty (a recently fired security 
guard) killed 21 customers and employees (and wounded 19 others) at a McDonald's restaurant 
in San Ysidro, California. There was no on-the-spot resistance. He was killed by a police sniper 
77 minutes later. 

Kates reminds us that the relatively low crime rates in Europe long preceded any anti-gun 
legislation. In England, crime fell during the 19th Century and reached "its idyllic low in the 
early 1900s -- yet the only gun control was that police could not carry guns." The motivation for 
European gun control was not so much crime, but terrorism and political violence, "from which 
they continued to suffer until today far more than the United States." Also, today's English 
murder statistics do not include "political" murders, whereas U.S. statistics include every type of 
murder and manslaughter. 

The number of guns smuggled into England each year offsets the number confiscated by 
authorities. "In other words," Kates observes, "70 years of an ever more strictly administered ban 
has not diminished the illegal gunstock." On August 19, 1987, Michael Ryan shot and killed 16 
people (including his mother), then himself, in the town of Hungerford in Berkshire, England. 
Despite the nation's anti-gun laws, he had been able to obtain with ease both the handgun and the 
Chinese-made AK-47 semiautomatic rifle used in the massacre. The government responded in 
knee-jerk fashion by banning the sale of all multiple-fire weapons and short-barreled guns. 

During his January 24th "Peter Jennings Reporting" special on guns, ABC newsman 
Peter Jennings asserted: "It does seem ... that gun control only gets our fullest attention when 
something truly horrible happens." Gun-related massacres truly are the mother's milk that 
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sustains the gun-control lobby, providing the emotionally-charged atmosphere that short-circuits 
rational consideration of the issue. Yet, when incidents of mass murder are closely scrutinized, it 
becomes obvious that gun control laws could not (and did not) stop them, and that most of the 
tragedies are largely attributable to a failed criminal justice system that refuses to deal 
realistically with the criminal element even when it has them in custody. Also, in a shocking 
number of cases legally prescribed drugs also appear to have been a factor: 

¢ Laurie Dann shot six children, killing one, in a Winnetka, Illinois schoolhouse on May 
20, 1988. She had been previously accused of thefts, of trying to stab her exhusband with an ice 
pick, and of making threatening phone calls, and had been under psychiatric care (by at least 
two, and possibly three, psychiatrists). An autopsy found evidence of two doctor-prescribed 
drugs on the day of the atrocity: lithium (for treating manic-depressives) and Anafrinal (an 
antidepressant that had not then been approved by the Food and Drug Administration). Dann's 
supply had come from a pharmacy in Montreal, Canada. 

According to Dr. Mark Thoman, a clinical toxicologist in Des Moines, Iowa, combining 
lithtum and Anafrinal could result in "a myriad of reactions, including going completely out of 
control." The prescribing information for Anafrinal, provided by the manufacturer (Ciba-Geigy), 
advised that the seriously depressed "should not have easy access to large quantities of 
clomipramine [Anafrinal]." As noted by the medical newsletter The Doctor's People, "Between 
November 1987 and March 1988, Laurie Dann received 1,000 Anafrinal tablets," an average of 
more than eight per day. On February 8, 1990, a federal judge in Chicago ruled that the 
psychiatrist who prescribed the Anafrinal could be sued for negligence by Dann's victims. 

¢ Patrick Edward Purdy, who killed five schoolchildren and wounded 21 others before 
killing himself in Stockton, California on January 17, 1989, was a product of California's 
criminal justice system. Between 1979 and 1987 he had been arrested for a plethora of offenses 
ranging from drug charges and extortion to the receipt of stolen property and attempted robbery. 
In 1983 he was placed on probation following conviction for possessing a dangerous weapon. A 
probation report described him as a danger to himself and others. Yet, he was able to legally 
purchase the weapons used in the massacre because in each instance the charges against him 
were either dropped or plea-bargained down to misdemeanors. Technically, he had no "criminal 
record" that would bar him from buying guns. 

¢ Emanuel Tsegaye, an Ethiopian immigrant, killed three coworkers and himself at a bank 
in Chevy Chase, Maryland on February 14, 1989. In 1984 he had been found not guilty by reason 
of insanity on charges of assault with intent to rob and murder a motorcycle police officer in 
April of that year. He was committed to a hospital for the criminally insane, but was 
conditionally released on September 14, 1986 after psychiatrists concluded that he was not a 
threat to others, including himself. In April 1989 he was hospitalized for depression, for which 
the drugs Asendin (an anti-depressant) and Klonopin (a tranquilizer) were prescribed. Homicide 
detectives were perplexed as to where he may have obtained the .38-caliber revolver he used. He 
had, after all, violated the state's gun laws and the terms of his conditional release from the 
hospital (by failing to keep a therapy appointment in July, an infraction authorities declined to 
punish). 

Milking the Massacres 

In his recent research paper, Don Kates reminds us that massacres are "a very small part 
of the American homicide problem," and that "no confiscation effort (however broad or 
stringent) will disarm hardened criminals, much less political terrorist or killers, who are so 
highly motivated for personal reasons that they undertake massacres even though their actions 
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will probably result in their own death." Even "if massacres were a serious threat to life in the 
United States, the best policy response would probably be that of Israel, which depends on the 
defensive value of widespread precautionary gun possession among the populace." Kates 
observes, moreover, that "anti-gun policies not only offer no solution for the massacre situation, 
but also are detrimental because they preclude whatever chance victims might have to protect 
themselves in the crucial time before police arrive." 

The Purdy tragedy in Stockton inaugurated the on-going hysteria over semiautomatic 
weapons in general and so-called "assault" rifles in particular. (Semiautomatic firearms are 
owned by an estimated 20 to 30 million Americans and are legal for hunting in 48 states). On 
February 6, 1989, the Stockton city council unanimously approved an ordinance outlawing 
"assault" weapons. The price of the weapons immediately increased, the gun stores sold out, and 
police say that fewer than 20 were ever surrendered. In May, California became the first state to 
ban "assault" weapons (beginning this year). On February 14, 1990, the National Rifle 
Association filed suit to overturn the ban. 

In separate statements on February 16 and 21, 1989, President Bush said that he would 
not support legislation to ban the importation or sale of semiautomatic weapons. On March 14, 
1989, however, the Administration announced that it was temporarily banning the importation of 
80 percent of foreign-made semiautomatic "assault" rifles indefinitely. Having claimed that it 
had no power to block previously approved shipments, the Administration, on March 24th, did 
just that, barring the importation of more than 400,000 rifles it had previously approved. On 
April 5th, the remaining 20 percent of weapons not covered by the original edict were added to 
the list. 

On June 5, 1989, about 225 police officers and chiefs from 49 states gathered on Capitol 
Hill to lobby against the ban. At a press conference, spokesmen for the group explained that the 
controls would do little to deter criminals, who easily obtain firearms illegally. A police 
lieutenant from Cincinnati noted that gun control laws "make crime worse, which makes our jobs 
harder." On July 7, 1989, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms announced that the 
"assault" rifle ban would be permanent. 

On December 9, 1989, Massachusetts Governor Michael Dukakis signed legislation 
barring the sale or possession of "assault" rifles in Boston and called for a statewide and 
nationwide ban. According to the Governor, such rifles "are built for one purpose -- to kill 
people." But, as columnist Paul Craig Roberts points out, "assault" rifles "lack the killing power 
of commonly used pistols. They are made for low-caliber ammunition, because their automatic 
firing quickly depletes a soldier's reserve. The lighter the bullet, the more ammunition he can 
carry." Actually, he continues, "modern assault rifles are designed to wound rather than to kill," 
since the idea is "to demoralize an enemy by overwhelming him with wounded soldiers requiring 
blood and hospital care." (29 of the 34 children shot by Patrick Purdy in Stockton, as well as the 
teacher, survived.) 

Four days after President Bush imposed the "assault" weapons ban, a spokesman for the 
Administration claimed: "We've done nothing that goes against the Second Amendment." Oddly, 
the Second Amendment is the only component of our Bill of Rights that the gun lobby claims 
applies to a collective rather than to individuals. The Handgun Control Staff of the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, for instance, produced a report last year (Organizing for Handgun 
Control) that made this claim: "The right of an individual to possess handguns exists only in 
myth, not in the Constitution." 

The American Civil Liberties Union also construes the Second Amendment as 
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guaranteeing only a state right, not an individual right, to keep and bear arms. As columnist Paul 
Craig Roberts has observed, "It is puzzling that people who use the most tortuous kinds of 
reasoning to claim constitutional protections for pornography, sodomy, flag-burning, and even 
treason are so quick to dismiss the explicit words of the Second Amendment." 

All Guns, Short and Long 

For years, leading gun control advocates claimed that they merely wished to curb the sale 
and misuse of cheap, concealable handguns. The on-going assault on "assault" rifles should lay 
that myth to rest. The target is not (and never has been) handguns alone, but rather a// guns, short 
and long. Indeed, banning only handguns would undoubtedly increase the number (and severity) 
of gun-related accidents and assaults. After all, as Don Kates points out, 

long guns are both far more susceptible to accidental discharge than handguns and far more 
deadly when so discharged -- particularly for small children. Toddlers cannot 

operate a handgun but can easily discharge a long gun that irresponsible parents 

keep loaded and readily available in the home .... The comparative safety 

advantage of a handgun is demonstrated by the fact that although it represents 90 

percent or more of the guns kept loaded at one time, it can be identified as the 

weapon in less than 13.5 percent of fatal gun accidents. 

Rifles, Kates reminds us, are between 5 and 11.4 times deadlier than handguns, while 
shotguns are so much deadlier than handguns that the wounds they make simply cannot be 
compared to other bullet wounds. If handguns were banned, other weapons (such as knives) 
might be used as substitutes by some of the homicidally inclined, with presumably less lethal 
results. But, after evaluating medical studies and gross ballistic comparisons, Kates estimates 
that, "if long guns were substituted in only 50 percent of today's handgun assaults, the number of 
victims killed would double." 

Such would be the result "even if not one victim died in the other 50 percent of the cases 
in which (hypothetically) knives would be substituted." That 50 percent substitute figure seems 
entirely realistic, and probably understated, since sundry criminological studies have shown that 
anywhere from 54 to 80 percent of homicides occur in circumstances that would easily allow 
long guns to be used. 

While it is true that handguns are more concealable than long guns, a survey of felons by 
the National Institute of Justice found that 83 percent of those queried agreed that, "if a criminal 
wants a handgun but can't get one, he can always saw off a long gun." Of the felons who had 
often used handguns in crime, 87 percent felt that sawing off a long gun to make it concealable 
for carrying would be "easy," a view with 89 percent of those who had often used shotguns 
concurred. 

One expert cited by Kates calculated that, far from saving lives, a handgun ban, if it led to 
long-gun substitution, might result in a tripling of the gun-related death toll. As the National 
Institute of Justice evaluation put it: "The possibility that even a fraction of the predators who 
now walk the streets armed with handguns would, in the face of a handgun ban, prowl with 
sawed-off shotguns instead causes one to tremble." 

Acquaintance Murders 

There is a widespread notion that most murders are of the "acquaintance" sort, involving 
otherwise law-abiding citizens impulsively embroiled in a domestic squabble and killing a friend 
or family member. To the contrary, Don Kates found that intra-family homicides are typically 
just the last episode in long-simmering syndromes of violence. "Intra-family murderers," he 
explains, "are especially likely to have engaged in far more previous violent crimes than show up 
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in their arrest records. But because these attacks were on spouses or other family members, they 
will rarely have resulted in an arrest. So domestic murderers' official records tend not to show 
their full prior violence, but only their adult arrests for attack on people outside their families." 

One review of police records in Detroit and Kansas City revealed that, in 90 percent of 
domestic homicide cases, police had responded at least once before during the prior two years to 
a disturbance call, and in 54 percent of the cases had been called five times or more. "Murderers 
(and fatal gun accident perpetrators)," Kates asserts, "are atypical, highly aberrant individuals 
whose spectacular indifference to human life, including their own, is evidenced by life histories 
of substance abuse, automobile accident, felony, and attacks on relatives and acquaintances." 
Many of the so-called "acquaintance" murders, Kates adds, involve such occurrences as "a drug 
addict killing his dealer in the course of robbing him; a loan shark or bookie killing a nonpaying 
customer; or gang members, drug dealers, and members of organized crime 'families' killing each 
other." 

The conclusion that a murderer who knows or is related to his victim must be an ordinary 
citizen, rather than a long-time criminal, is unjustified. A National Institute of Justice abstract 
declared as long ago as 1981: "It is commonly hypothesized that much criminal violence, 
especially homicide, occurs simply because the means of lethal violence (firearms) are readily at 
hand and, thus, that much homicide would not occur were firearms generally less available. 
There is no persuasive evidence that supports this view." 

Regarding the incidence of gun accidents involving children, Kates found that only 10 to 
15 children under age five are killed annually in handgun accidents, while 50 to 55 under age 15 
die in accidental shootings. (The National Safety Council's figures of identifiable accidental 
fatalities from handguns average only 246 people of a// ages per year.) Those figures are tragic, 
to be sure, but they pale in comparison to the 380 or so children who drown each year in 
swimming pools and the 432 who die in residential fires. 

Kates notes that civilian handgun ownership "averts thousands of victim injuries, and 
even deaths, that would not otherwise have been avoidable, given the manifest physical and 
tactical advantages that criminals have over unarmed citizens." Applying the accident and 
murder rates of irresponsible gun users and criminals to gun possession by the average citizen 
makes no more sense, he contends, than "estimating a citizen's chance of dying from a cut by 
using death rates among hemophiliacs." Accidents and misuse of firearms are arguments for 
more safety training and more stringent owner liability for negligence. They are not arguments 
for a gun ban. 

Homicides increased in the U.S. in the 1960s (the anti-gun lobby blamed guns), but the 
rate stabilized in the 1970s and fell in the 1980s. In 1968 there were an estimated 24 to 29 
million handguns in the country; by 1988 there were 65 to 70 million. Yet handgun (and other 
gun) homicides decreased markedly during that period. Kates cites figures showing that "in 
1974, when our population was 211 million, handguns were involved in approximately 11,125 
murders (54 percent of all murders). By 1988 the total U.S. population was 245 million and 
handguns were involved in around 8,275 murders (45 percent of all murders), a 27 percent 
decline in handgun homicide .... In the 20-year period from 1966 to 1985, murders with guns 
declined from 64.8 percent of the total murder rate to 58.7 percent." 

In 1974, the American homicide rate was 40 times that of the English. Fifteen years (and 
30 million additional handguns) later, the U.S. rate was only ten times greater. Kates reports that 
"the approximate 100 percent increase in handguns during 1968-1979 was followed by a 26.6 
percent decrease in domestic homicide from 1984 on -- despite adding another 2 million 
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handguns in 1980 and in each succeeding year." 
Cooking the Stats 

A relatively new ploy of the gun control lobbyists is their attempt to conceal declining 
U.S. gun homicides by combining suicide and murder statistics, thereby producing an 
"Intentional Homicide" rate that they can claim is caused by widespread gun ownership. "Yet," 
Kates notes, "these same anti-gun academics continue to compare the American murder rate 
(alone) to the murder rates of specially selected foreign countries -- without mentioning that 
virtually every country they select to compare has an enormously higher suicide rate than the 
United States." 

For instance, a comparison of American and Danish murder rates is cited, with emphasis 
on the fact that the U.S. rate is about 7 times higher per 100,000 population. But, Kates points 
out, the Danish suicide rate is 16.5 more deaths per 100,000 than the American rate; "when 
suicide and murder figures are combined, the Danish death rate per 100,000 is almost 50 percent 
higher than the American." Kates cites additional data from 18 nations: "The combined 
homicide-suicide rate for the U.S. [19.79 per 100,000 population] is less than half the suicide 
rate alone in gun-banning Hungary [45.90] and less than one-third the suicide rate alone of 
gun-banning Rumania [66.20] .... The lowest rate on the table [8.00 (6.00 suicide; 2.00 
homicide)] is for Israel, a country that actually encourages and requires almost universal gun 
ownership." 

Gun control advocates sometimes argue that personal self-defense is obsolete, since we 
now have professional police forces to protect us. But, Kates points out, numerous court 
precedents have established the principle that a government and its agents are under no general 
duty to provide police protection (or, for that matter, other public services) to any individual 
citizen. That doctrine of sovereign immunity has often been cited to preclude citizens from suing 
cities for failure to protect them from criminal actions. 

The function of the police, Kates reminds us, "is to deter crime in general by patrol 
activities and by apprehension after the crime has occurred" -- and, when circumstances permit, 
to "protect a citizen in distress." They are "not legally bound even to do that nor provide any 
direct protection -- no matter how urgent a distress call they may receive." Indeed, "there were 
no police, even in large American or English cities, before the mid-19th century. Citizens were 
not only expected to protect themselves (and each other), but also legally required in response to 
the hue and cry to chase down and apprehend criminals. The very idea of a police was anathema, 
American and English liberalism viewing any such force as a form of the dreaded 'standing 
army... 

"Eventually, police forces were established to augment citizen self-protection by 
systematic patrol to deter crime and to detect and apprehend criminals if a crime should occur. 
Historically, there was no thought of the police displacing the citizen's right of self-protection." 
There are only about 500,000 police officers throughout the country today. Assuming three 
eight-hour shifts per day (and taking into account assignments other than patrol, days off, and 
sick leave), perhaps 125,000 police are on duty at any given time to protect a population of 
nearly 250 million! According to a U.S. Department of Justice study, 83 percent of American 
children now aged 12 will be victims of some kind of violent felony, 52 percent will suffer two 
or more such offenses, and 87 percent will have property stolen on three or more occasions. 
Clearly, individual Americans remain largely responsible for their own personal safety, while the 
police provide what amounts to auxiliary support. 

In Self Defense 
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Dr. Gary Kleck, an associate professor at the Florida State University School of 
Criminology, found "about 645,000 defensive uses of handguns against persons per year," 
compared with approximately 581,000 criminal misuses of handguns. In other words, handguns 
are used more by law-abiding citizens to repel crime than by criminals to perpetrate crime. (If 
long guns are included, the number of crimes defensively repelled by firearms each year totals 
around one million.) Handguns are used another 215,000 times each year to defend against 
dangerous animals (snakes, rabid skunks, etc.). Dr. Kleck also reported that, over a 50-year adult 
lifespan, at least 98.32 percent of gun owners are not involved in unlawful homicides. 

Crime figures for Chicago are revealing. As summarized by Don Kates, "starting in the 
1920s ... lawful civilian homicide constituted 31.4 percent of all homicides (including fatal 
automobile accidents) ... for decades the number of felons killed by civilians roughly equaled 
those killed by police, and ... by the 1970s civilians were lawfully killing about three times as 
many felons as were police." Similarly, in Detroit during the 1920s, "felons killed by civilians 
constituted 26.6 percent of all homicides .... As crime rose after 1965, civilian killings of felons 
rose 1,350 percent (by 1971) and continued rising so that, by the late 1970s, twice as many 
felons were being lawfully killed by civilians than by police." 

According to Dr. Gary Kleck, citizens acting in legitimate self-defense kill about three 
times more assailants and robbers than do police. Little wonder, then, that a survey of felons in 
state prisons across the country, conducted under the auspices of the National Institute of Justice, 
found that 34 percent, when contemplating crimes, "often" or "regularly" worried that they 
"might get shot at by the victim," while 57 percent agreed that "most criminals are more worried 
about meeting an armed victim than they are about running into the police." 

Another argument of the gun control lobby is the claim that victims who resist are often 
seriously hurt or killed. Scrutiny of National Crime Survey data reveals that the anti-gunners are 
right for every form of resistance except with a gun! The gun-armed resister was significantly 
less likely to be injured than was the non-resister, while the non-resister was less likely to be 
injured than those who resisted without a gun. 

As summarized by Don Kates: "Only 12 to 17 percent of gun-armed resisters were 
injured. Those who submitted to the felons' demands were twice as likely to be injured 
(gratuitously). Those resisting without guns were three times as likely to be injured as those with 
guns." Kates further explains that "a gun differs qualitatively in its defensive value. Criminals 
generally select victims who are weaker than themselves. Only a gun gives weaker, older, 
less-aggressive victims equal or better chances against a stronger attacker." 

That equalizing effect can be especially beneficial to women, who often require the 
special protection afforded by a firearm if they are to successfully defend themselves from rape, 
spouse abuse, and other types of assault. The federal Bureau of Justice Statistics reported in 1984 
that, in incidents of criminal violence between spouses, 91 percent of the victims are women. 
While inter-spousal homicides divide about equally between husbands and wives, those in which 
the husband kills the wife are usually real murders; in the overwhelming majority of cases in 
which a wife kills a husband, she is defending herself and/or the children. (Some gun control 
lobbyists shamelessly include such instances of self-defense in their count of spousal "murders.") 

Don Kates explains: "When a woman kills a man, she requires a weapon (most often a 
handgun) to do so. Eliminating handguns from American life would not decrease the total 
number of killings between spouses .... To eliminate handguns would only change the sex of the 
decedents by ensuring that, in virtually every case, it would be the abused wife, not the 
murderous husband." Deprive women of guns and homicidal attacks by a husband would almost 
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invariably result in the wife's death, rather than the husband's, as is now the case 50 percent of 
the time. 
Arms and the Woman 

On April 3, 1989, an 81-year-old widow in Trenton, New Jersey heard a noise on her 
porch. When she opened the door, a stranger forced his way in. She retreated to her bedroom, 
retrieved a revolver from under her pillow, and fired to frighten the intruder. She fired a second 
shot as he headed out the back door. 

A similar incident was portrayed on the TV program Rescue 911 broadcast on February 
28, 1990. An inebriated intruder broke into the home of an elderly Ohio woman. She called 911, 
then took a revolver from a drawer by her bed and proceeded to reverse the factor of fear by 
firing at the man. She missed, but scared him witless with a few more shots before he leaped in 
desperation through a window. He was apprehended by the police a few minutes later. 

In Orlando, Florida a few years ago, in the wake of a wave of robberies and rapes, more 
than 2500 women were trained to use firearms properly. Within nine months, robberies and 
attacks plummeted 90 percent, forcible rapes dropped 25 percent, and aggravated assaults and 
burglaries fell 24 percent. 

There is the bugaboo that a woman who resists a male attacker may have her gun taken 
away and used against her. When Don G. Kates, Jr. looked into the matter, he found it to be 
"only a theoretical bugaboo: the rape literature contains no example of such an occurrence. 
Moreover, police instructors and firearms experts strongly reject its likelihood. Not only do they 
aver that women are capable of gun-armed defense, they find women much easier to properly 
train than men .... " 

Kates cites an instance in which a police academy instructor simultaneously trained a 
male police academy class and a group of civilian women (most of whom had never held a 
revolver, much less fired one). The instructor "found that after one hour on the range and two 
hours of classroom instruction in the Chattanooga Police Academy's combat pistol course, the 
women consistently outshot police cadets who had just received eight times as much formal 
instruction and practice." 

Other studies have shown that the average woman is actually superior to the average man 
in many physical and mental traits related to shooting skills. She is, for instance, more patient, 
has superior hand-eye coordination, excels in the concentration required to perform delicate 
motor functions time after time, and is not as stubborn in resisting instruction. 

Kates notes that most rapes occur in the home, where (except for a few jurisdictions) a 
woman may legally have a gun, and "that in 83 percent of the cases it will protect her from being 
raped." 

Though having what is arguably the nation's harshest gun control laws, the District of 
Columbia nevertheless successfully defended its title as murder capital of the nation last year (a 
record 373 homicides during 1988 was surpassed by the 1989 total of 438 -- 70.9 per 100,000 
population, compared to a national average of around 8.4 per 100,000). Another 1500 or so 
shooting victims in the District did not die. Despite the anti-gun laws, the criminal element is 
armed to the teeth, while law-abiding citizens, by definition, are disarmed. 

In a discussion that followed the ABC "Peter Jennings Reporting" program on January 
24th, Former D.C. Police Chief Maurice Turner asserted that, despite "the most stringent 
handgun law in the country," during 1989 police authorities "took 3500 handguns off the street. 
The bad guys, the criminals can get guns; lawful, law-abiding citizens who have never violated 
the law cannot own and possess a handgun in the District of Columbia. And it does nothing to 
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inhibit people who want to obtain a handgun in the nation's capital." 
Blaming Manufacturers 

Having apparently thrown in the towel when it comes to criminals, the D.C. city council 
on June 27, 1989 became the first legislative body in the United States to approve legislation 
attempting to make manufacturers and dealers of handguns strictly liable for any injuries or 
deaths caused by the weapons. (There are no gun manufacturers or dealers in the District.) 

The bizarre proposal sought to hold all gun manufacturers, importers, and dealers strictly 
liable, without regard to fault, for all direct and consequential damages related to bodily injury 
and/or death resulting from the use of a handgun. In bringing a lawsuit, an individual would not 
have had to prove negligence or that the firearm was defective. Representative Stan Parris 
(R-VA), a vehement critic of the bill, said "it was comparable to holding Black & Decker 
responsible for the "Texas chain saw massacre." 

On July 11th, the council tabled the bill indefinitely when it became clear that there 
would be a bitter feud with Congress (which reviews all city laws) that might jeopardize the 
District's home-rule status. 

One Step at a Time 

In 1981, Kennesaw, Georgia approved an ordinance requiring a gun in every home (later 
amended to exempt conscientious objectors). There are now some 3000 guns for the city's 
10,000 residents. The law provides free training in the safe use of firearms. According to Mayor 
J. D. Stevenson, the overall crime rate has dropped by about 78 percent in the city since the law 
went into effect in 1982. The Mayor notes: "We didn't do anything any different. We didn't 
increase the police force or change anything. Our reporting methods are still the same. So that's 
the only thing that could have caused it." The TV program Crime Watch Tonight reported on 
February 6th: "The people who live in Kennesaw ... say it's the safest town in America." 

Nevertheless, the gun control lobby wants the residents of Kennesaw, and every other 
U.S. city and town, disarmed. The strategy is to proceed one step at a time. As Stockton, 
California Mayor Barbara Fass phrased it during ABC's "Peter Jennings Reporting" program: "T 
think you have to do it a step at a time, and I think that is what the NRA is most concerned about 
.... But it does have to go one step at a time, and the beginning of the banning of semi-assault 
military weapons ... is the first step." 


BAD FOR BUSINESS 


Buying Less Government 

Professor David Beito of the University of Nevada, Las Vegas reminds us of a forgotten 
tax uprising in Taxpayers in Revolt (University of North Carolina Press, 1989). From 1930-33, 
as prices and wages plummeted during the Great Depression, state and local taxes surged in 
relative terms; Americans responded by refusing to pay them. 

"Wherever you go you run into mass meetings called to protest against taxes," wrote 
journalist Anne McCormick in 1932. And "the loudest protests today are not being directed ... 
against the proposal to tax this or that," said political scientist William B. Munro, "but against 
the idea of levying any new taxes at all. 'I buy less food, less tobacco, less recreation,' says the 
man who still holds his job, 'and I would like to buy less government." As one citizen told the 
governor of Illinois: "The goose that lays the golden eggs is dead and turnips are not giving 
blood any more." 

Big media, banksters, and politicians charged sedition, but an activist demurred: Those 
"who participated in that little 'Tea Party' quite some years ago down in Boston ... had a 'civic 
duty' to perform in the way of paying an unjust tax to the King of England. But did they?. No! ... 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


The courageous patriots are those who will ignore your remarks, stand four square -- and refuse 
to pay -- thereby, by passive and active resistance, force an early correction before we are all 
sunk." Read this book. 

Bury Earth Day! 

On Earth Day, the federal government is sponsoring a "trashion show" of clothes made 
from garbage. Taxpayers are also paying for EPA picnics, posters, videos, press releases, 
speeches, and coloring books, plus an enormous propaganda parade. Such are the times that 
Stalinists like Alexander Cockburn who used to prate about poor people now decry their cutting 
down the Amazonian Rain forests to farm and ranch. 

Earth Day is only a sign of a much larger trend. All over Europe and the U.S., Marxists 
and other leftists are joining the environmental movement. And no wonder: Environmentalism is 
another coercive utopianism -- as impossible to achieve as socialism, and just as destructive in 
the attempt. Marxism at least professed a concern for human beings; environmentalism harks 
back to a godless, manless, and mindless Garden of Eden. 

On Earth Day -- celebrated not coincidentally on April 22nd, Lenin's birthday -- we are 
supposed to bow down before Mother Nature while the federal government picks our pockets. 
When it comes to the earth religion, we should proclaim ourselves atheists. Chicken or chicory, 
elephant or endive, the natural order was created to serve human needs and must be judged in 
that light. 

Big Mother 

The taxpayers of California have paid $600,000 to the Public Health School at Berkeley 
(where else?) to prepare an 80-page Wellness Guide of such advice as: "Don't beat, starve, or 
lock up your kids"; "Don't buy something you can't afford"; and "If you are sexually active and 
don't want to make a baby, you may want to use birth control." Not included was: "Don't sit 
down on the street in a busy intersection," but maybe that's being saved for the next edition. 

TV Thought Control 

One of the continuing themes of the Trilateral Commission's publications, and indeed of 
all Establishment institutions, is the importance of suppressing dissent. This is why, for example, 
they put so much emphasis on bipartisanism. (The two-party system, with its deliberate 
narrowing of ideological choices, is another useful tool.) It's also why the government 
nationalized the airwaves. 

Television is "not some debating society ... in which all manner of views are welcome," 
wrote The New York Times's Walter Goodman during the Andy Rooney affair. "American 
television has ... the social duty to mollify, not inflame, to reconcile, not divide, to narrow 
differences, not widen them. The effect is not intellectually stimulating; it is soothing .... Call 
that censorship if you like; American television lives by that sort of censorship and so makes a 
considerable contribution to the country." 

"Dr." King 

Martin Luther King was not only a socialist satyr with a long and close relationship with 
the Communist Party; he was also a phony PhD -- a discovery that is causing "anguish among 
scholars," says England's London Telegraph. Why is King the only person to keep his doctorate 
in death? We don't hear about Dr. Einstein. But we hear -- incessantly -- about Dr. King. 

The Telegraph reports evidence that King plagiarized his PhD thesis from a fellow 
left-wing student. When a reporter phoned Professor Ralph Luker, one of the editors of the King 
papers at Emory University, to ask him if it were true that he had discovered King was a 
plagiarist, Luker was evasive: "I have no way of responding to that." When asked if the 
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plagiarism would be suppressed, Luker said that his reputation as a historian "was on the line. I 
think you can draw the conclusion from that." 

No wonder Luker is so circumspect. He could get the same media battering as the Rev. 
Ralph David Abernathy, who merely confirmed some long-known facts about King's sexual 
proclivities. 

Conservatives and libertarians in Arizona have put a repeal of the King holiday on the 
ballot this fall. Liberals are going bananas, of course, and the National Football League is 
pressuring Arizonans to accept the holiday, or risk losing the Superbowl. 

-- LLEWELLYN H. ROCKWELL, JR. 


NEWSLETTER LINE 


Larry Bates reports in the March Monetary & Economic Review that since January |st 
the Fed has increased our money supply at an annual rate of 8.8 percent while telling the public 
its goal is zero inflation. In an effort to keep President Bush in office, the Fed will do all it can. 
Look for an easy Fed monetary policy, faster economic growth, a rise in inflation, and a lower 
dollar, says Bates. (Box 84909, Phoenix, AZ 85071, $150) 

Stephen Leeb makes the following optimistic prediction in the March 14th Personal 
Finance: "There will be a lot of winners in the 1990s. Stocks will be the biggest, with bonds a 
distant runner up." He says the coming stock market rally is one "you absolutely must not miss." 
(Box 1462, Alexandria, VA 22313, $118) 

Bert Dohmen in the March issue of The Wellington Letter expresses a cautiously bullish 
view of the stock market. "Worldwide liquidity is shrinking, which will now be accelerated with 
the problems in the Tokyo market," Dohmen observes. "Economically speaking, caution is 
warranted." Concerning precious metals, he remains cautiously bullish. (Box 1287, Honolulu, HI 
96807, $375) 

Tony Henfrey concludes in the March 7th On Markets that the DJIA has probably 
peaked. "Declining corporate profits and rising interest rates are expected to push equity prices 
lower," down toward the 2000 level during the fourth quarter. "Bond prices should continue to 
weaken. Gold bullion's long-term trend is still rising and current weakness should be contained 
above the $395 support level." (Box 460, Klouf 3640, South Africa, $185) 

George Dagnino argues in the March 19th issue of The Peter Dag Investment Letter 
that in the next few months "the economy will continue to grow at a very slow pace, 
accompanied by higher short-term interest rates, as inflation declines very slowly thanks to stable 
commodities." (65 Lake Front Dr., Akron, OH 44319, $250) 

Mary Anne and Pamela Aden offer this perspective in the March 14th issue of The 
Aden Analysis: "Gold shares continue to decline from an overbought area, but the major trend 
remains up." Hold positions in gold and silver but sell palladium and platinum as they have 
confirmed major sell signals, they say. (Box 523, Bethel, CT 06801, $250) 

Tom Holt and Martin Weiss in the March 16th issue of The Holt Advisory predict a 
surge in T-bill rates in the weeks ahead, up to 9 percent or more. "We have little doubt that this 
interest rate rise will precipitate a severe decline in the stock market." (Box 2923, West Palm 
Beach, FL 33402, $145) 

R.E. McMaster warns readers of the March 15th issue of The Reaper not to be surprised 
to see oil prices up at least 50 percent by 1995-96. "The U.S. will again be captive to Middle 
East oil sheiks (OPEC) by the mid-1990s. Oil, natural gas, and oil stocks should do very well 
long-term," he says. (Box 84901, Phoenix, AZ 85071, $195) 

Kennedy Gammage offers the following observation on precious metals in the March 
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14th issue of The Richland Report: "Silver, drastically undervalued from an historic standpoint 
when compared to gold (78-1 versus a norm since Biblical times of 18-1), as well as gold have 
just begun new bull markets; however, both metals have pulled back toward long-term support 
levels -- silver at $5, gold at $385-$395 -- and represent ideal buying opportunities." (Box 222, 
La Jolla, CA 92038, $177) 

Jerry Tuma argues in the March 12th Cornerstone Report that we are entering a general 
period of accelerating inflation, rising oil prices, and rising interest rates which, in the past, have 
always caused gold prices to go up. Gold should hit $480-$500 per ounce later this year, with 
much higher prices to come in the '90s." (611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 730, Arlington, TX 76011, 
$48) 

Donald Rowe comments as follows in the March 12th issue of The Wall Street Digest: 
"We still expect a Dow of 3150 to 3200 before year end. Do not sell long-term government 
bonds or zero coupon bonds. Interest rates are heading lower because economic growth 
world-wide is slowing. Inflation has peaked and so have gold prices. Sell all gold and precious 
metals positions if you haven't already." (101 Carnegie Center, Princeton, NJ 08540, $150) 

Dale Page advises in the March 13th Investment Newsletter that the eventual direction of 
interest rates will be down and that investors should use this period of rising rates "as an 
opportunity to add to fixed-income positions, especially as yields exceed 9 percent on good 
quality paper." (Box 1488, Hutchinson, KS 67501) 

Mark Tier asserts in the March World Money Analyst that the bull market in Tokyo is 
over and a bear market has begun. The recent flood of money from Japan to the U.S. will slow to 
a trickle, he says. "Sell all stocks now." He thinks U.S. interest rates will rise, so bonds have no 
place in your portfolio. Keep 15-20 percent in gold bullion, fully owned, he advises. (45 
Lyndhurst Terrace, Central Hong Kong, U.S. $189) 

John Johnson reports in the March 21st Daily News Digest that Cuba's Castro is on his 
way out. Food is scarce. Bread is rationed. The USSR is unable to continue its aid. He has lost 
Noriega and Ortega and now he is being criticized by the weekly Moscow News, which attacked 
East Germany and Romania prior to the fall of those regimes. Gorbachev warned those leaders to 
"lighten up," just as he has done with Castro. They didn't. Neither has Castro. In short, Castro is 
history. How soon? is the only question. (Box 84902, Phoenix, AZ 85071, $97) 

-- W.A. "JOHN" JOHNSON 


FREE ENTERPRISE Arms in Demand 
in America 

American-made firearms range from inexpensive .22 caliber rifles to custom-tailored and 
artistically engraved weapons. Guns are produced for everyone from casual target shooters on a 
tight budget to African safari hunters. The marksman who cannot afford a top-of-the-line 
handgun or rifle still has a wide assortment of choices, as even the modestly priced American 
guns are generally reliable and reasonably accurate. All of the well-known and many of the 
smaller American gun manufacturers are listed below. Firearms from any of the following firms 
can be found without too much difficulty at gun shops, weekend shows, and occasionally at 
discount and department stores. 

Auto-Ordnance -- Noted for semi-automatic reproductions of the old Thompson 
submachine gun, as well as a replica of the .45 ACP 1911 A1 Colt pistol. 

Browning -- Although some people believe that the rifles and shotguns sold by this 
Utah-based firm are made in the U.S., all Browning arms are manufactured in Belgium and 
Japan. 
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Calico -- A relatively new manufacturer, Calico specializes in large capacity (50 or 100 
round) carbines and pistols in .22 caliber and 9 mm models. 

Charter Arms -- Moderately priced revolvers and a compact .22 rifle are the mainstays 
for this Connecticut-based gun maker. A lifetime warranty is provided for all revolvers. 

Colt -- In business since 1836. The revolver was invented by company founder Samuel 
Colt. A wide assortment of revolvers and semiautomatic pistols is available to the general public. 
The popular AR-15, a .223 caliber military-style rifle, is now sold only to police departments and 
police officers. 

Daisy -- Millions of Americans grew up with airguns or BB guns from this 
Arkansas-based firm. Daisy recently expanded its product line to include several different .22 
caliber rifles. Prices are in the mass market/discount store category, and a .22 caliber rifle from 
Daisy or any other manufacturer is an ideal gun for the beginner. 

F.L.E. -- Importers of a wide range of inexpensive to moderately priced handguns, F.I.E. 
also has some American-made models. 

Freedom Arms -- Need a massive revolver for big game hunting? Look no farther than 
Freedom, Wyoming, home of this small company. 

Grendel -- Known for the P-10, a lightweight .380 ACP pistol that sells for $125 to 
$150. The firm also sells a .308 bolt action rifle. 

Kimber -- Made in Oregon, the company's bolt action rifles are designed for serious 
shooters, and prices are in the upscale range. 

Marlin -- One of America's better-known gunmakers, the firm is noted for .22 caliber 
rifles, as well as lever action and bolt action hunting rifles. Prices tend to be on the affordable 
side, and Marlins are frequently sold at discount stores and sporting goods shops. 

Mossberg -- One of several New England-based firearms manufacturers, Mossberg 
specializes in shotguns. 

New England Firearms -- Revolvers, single-shot rifles, and shotguns produced by this 
firm are among the least expensive American-made guns. New England shotguns often sell for 
$80 or less in discount stores; inexpensive Handi-Rifles in .243, .30-06 and .30-30 are suitable 
for deer hunting. 

Remington -- The company's origins date back as far as the early 19th century. A 
well-known name in the industry, Remington concentrates almost entirely on rifles and shotguns. 
The Model 870 is one of the most popular in the U.S. 

Savage -- Hunting rifles, shotguns, and double-barreled rifle/shotgun combos are made in 
the anti-Second Amendment state of Massachusetts under the nearly century-old Savage name. 

Smith & Wesson -- Even non-gun owners recognize this name. Synonymous with 
revolvers, especially .357 Magnums, .38 Specials, and .44 Mags. S&W also sells semi-automatic 
pistols. 

Springfield Armory -- This Illinois-based company sells semiautomatic pistols (one 
model is a replica of the classic model 1911-A1) and military-style rifles. 

Sturm, Ruger -- Another popular U.S. manufacturer, Ruger offers what may be the 
widest assortment of handguns and rifles of any American gunmaker. The Mark II target pistol, 
the 10/22 rifle in .22 caliber, the Blackhawk single-action and Redhawk double-action revolvers, 
and the Mini-14 rifle rank among the most popular U.S. guns. Handgun prices are lower than for 
similar Colts or Smith & Wessons. 

Thompson/Center Arms -- Known for an innovative single-shot pistol and single-shot 
rifles. Barrels in more than a dozen calibers are interchangeable, so a shooter can use the 
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Thompson for anything from shooting tin cans to hunting large game. The firm also produces 
black powder weapons. 

Dan Wesson -- Revolvers are the mainstay of this company, and prices are similar to 
what a Colt or Smith & Wesson would bring. 

Dozens of different foreign-made firearms -- including such popular makes as Beretta, 
Taurus, and Walther -- are imported for sale to American gun owners. The American market is 
especially attractive to overseas manufacturers, since restrictive gun laws in Japan and much of 
Europe limit potential sales and profits. It is estimated that 70 million U.S. households (one-half 
of all households) exercise their Second Amendment rights by possessing at least one firearm. 

-- AL DOYLE 


EDUCATION Academic 
Freedom, for Some 

The recent decision by California Superintendent of Education Bill Honig and the 
California Department of Education to close down the Graduate School of Science of the 
Institute for Creation Research (ICR) in Santee, California is a move that has serious 
implications for government and private education far beyond the confines of the Golden State. 
The action by the state on March 16th to deny the ICR graduate school the license it needs to 
stay in business marked the culmination of an intense, protracted, nationwide propaganda 
campaign launched against the institute in 1985 by anti-creationist scientists and humanist/atheist 
social activists. 

The ICR received state "authorization" to begin its graduate school (offering master of 
science degrees in four areas: geology, biology, physics, and science education) in 1981. During 
the 1980s, state evaluation panels twice voted unanimously for "approval" for the institute to 
continue its graduate program. The ICR has 13 resident faculty on its staff holding doctoral 
degrees in science from respected universities, and all have taught at accredited universities and 
research labs across the country before going to ICR. 

Embarrassing Exposés 

Humanists recognize that the Institute for Creation Research has been the fountainhead of 
the rapidly growing creationist movement that is debunking their evolutionist pseudo-science. 
The ICR's numerous books, tracts, pamphlets, newsletters, radio programs, seminars, 
conferences, college debates, and other outreaches have won millions of converts from 
Darwinism, including many scientists, teachers, and students. One of the unpardonable things 
ICR has done has been to publicize the statements of many eminent evolutionists and former 
evolutionists who admit the total absence of credible evidence to support the evolutionary 
theories of origins. 

The American Civil Liberties Union, the National Education Association, and People for 
the American Way launched a campaign to get anti-creationist scientists to flood the California 
Department of Education with letters attacking the ICR and creationism. In 1988 a 
state-appointed team of scientists arrived at ICR to evaluate the school's application for license 
re-approval. In spite of the pro-evolutionist bias of the team, it voted 3-2 in favor of re-approval. 
At that point, Superintendent Honig called an unprecedented re-convening of the evaluation team 
and twisted arms until he got a 3-2 vote against re-approval. The state informed ICR that the only 
way it could obtain re-approval was by removing all creation teaching from its science courses. 

In August 1989 another verification team consisting of five members (four of whom were 
famous evolutionists from state universities) was dispatched to Santee to "evaluate" ICR once 
more. Not surprisingly, the team voted "thumbs down," claiming that the institute was 
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"substandard educationally." At the same time that this persecution of ICR was taking place, 

Honig and company (ACLU/NEA/PAW) were also pushing through the California Curriculum 

Commission new guidelines for science textbooks requiring that evolution be taught as 

uncontested fact and that all evidence supporting creationist viewpoints be censored. 
Evolutionary Zeal 

"Honig's actions toward ICR, whose school, by the way, receives no state or federal 
monies, are incomprehensible and unconscionable in a free society," declared Dr. Henry Morris, 
President of ICR. "As a private school with a quality program and a distinguished science 
faculty, ICR possesses the constitutional right to teach a creation model of origins to students 
who choose to come here. An evolutionary zealot like Bill Honig should not be allowed to 
impose the bankrupt theory of evolution on a private school such as ours." 

Dr. Morris noted that "academic freedom for private schools -- and especially Christian 
schools in California that teach creationism -- has been struck a severe blow. Christian schools 
should not tolerate this imposition of secular religion in the name of evolution on any science 
class, whether it be public or private." Dr. Morris and other educators warn that, if Honig 
succeeds in closing ICR, other Christian schools and colleges will also be forced to drop 
creationist perspective from their science courses, or risk losing their science degree programs. 

"The future of academic freedom and free speech in California's Christian schools is at 
stake and must be defended," declared Dr. Morris, "and Christian education is in jeopardy 
everywhere if Honig and his backers succeed in their heavy-handed maneuvers." 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


Maryland's Handgun Ban 

Firearms Folly in Maryland: Official Corruption Overcomes the Constitution, by 
James J. Boulet, Jr., Gun Owners Foundation, 1989, 152 pages, paperback. 

On November 8, 1988, Maryland voters endorsed the nation's first statewide law to ban 
certain types of handguns. It went into effect on January Ist of this year. A nine-member 
Handgun Roster Board now decides which handguns manufactured after January 1, 1985 are 
"legitimate" for home protection, sport shooting, target practice, etc. Each gun must be 
specifically approved; otherwise, it may neither be manufactured nor sold within the state. 

On December 4, 1989, the board announced that it had approved 677 handguns, banned 
eight, and delayed action on 23 others (which remain banned until and unless they are approved). 
Gun rights groups claimed that this approval of 95 percent-plus of the handguns considered 
confirmed that there were few, if any, cheap and unreliable handguns on the streets to begin 
with. They predicted that outlawing the few formally-banned weapons will do little to lower the 
state's crime rate. In contrast, Handgun Control, Inc. chairman Sarah Brady claimed that the 
board had "diligently fulfilled the intent of the landmark law: to take deadly Saturday Night 
Specials off the streets" and expressed confidence that, "once this law has taken effect, we will 
see positive results. Maryland will be a safer place because of the work of this committee." 

Time will tell if the Maryland law can break the precedent of other anti-gun edicts by 
actually curbing crime, rather than simply infringing upon the rights of the responsible gun 
owners. But a revealing account of how the 1988 referendum was fought has already been told 
by James J. Boulet, Jr. in Firearms Folly in Maryland. It is an ugly story, documenting a sordid 
case history of powerful special interests working with irresponsible government officials to 
entice a voting majority to shoot itself in the foot. 

Propaganda Windfall 
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The controversial law had been passed earlier in the year by the state legislature and 
signed into law by Democratic Governor William D. Schaefer. The referendum provided an 
opportunity for voters to strike it from the books. Boulet notes that "proceedings of the Maryland 
legislature are not transcribed," so judges "interested in the real intent of the lawmakers will not 
have access to an important tool: the account of the verbal give and take between parties." It is a 
crucial point, because "a barren record is an open invitation for judge-made law of the most 
extreme sort." 

The new law was promoted as a way to get rid of so-called "Saturday Night Specials," a 
vague label with no concrete definition. Bovard cites (and photographically reproduces) a July 
16, 1985 letter from the Chief of the Firearms and Explosives Operations Branch of the federal 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, confirming that there is "no legal definition of the 
term." 

Boulet documents the incredible bias of the media, as well as its hypocrisy. On one 
occasion, the Washington Post editorially attacked supposed "Big Guns from out of state" who 
backed a project sponsored by the pro-gun side. The Post, needless to say, was itself "out of 
state," and the influence of the barrage of anti-gun articles and editorials it carried during the 
campaign was a significant propaganda windfall for the pro-ban campaign. 

Since the referendum, the gun control lobby has repeatedly claimed that their side won 
despite being out-spent by nearly 10-to-1. The Maryland Committee Against the Gun Ban 
(MCAGB) did raise and spend approximately $6.6 million, while Citizens for Eliminating 
Saturday Night Specials (CESNS) reportedly raised $770,000 and spent $752,000. But, when the 
dollar value of media bias is added to the equation, along with the pro-ban crusading of top state 
officials, it becomes clear that the Goliath in this contest was the gun-control monolith. Five days 
prior to the election, for instance, the hour-long CBS TV program 48 Hours, anchored by Dan 
Rather, was devoted entirely to the Maryland gun control debate. It was heavily slanted to favor 
the new law. The dollar-equivalent value of that prime-time propaganda effort alone was 
enormous, yet was not reflected on any election reports. 

Official Endorsements 

Boulet asserts that, "if there was one man who could be said to have played a key role" in 
promoting the gun-ban law, it would be "Maryland Attorney General J. Joseph Curran, Jr. From 
lobbying for the bill in the legislature to making key rulings in the referendum campaign, and by 
making himself and his staff available to the anti-gun forces, Joe Curran was there to lead the 
charge." Described as "leading the gun control forces" by the Washington Post, the Attorney 
General was instrumental in recruiting support from national figures to pressure the legislature to 
pass the bill. Boulet asserts, for example, that "telephone calls from Coretta Scott King, the 
physical lobbying of Sarah Brady, and gun control activists alerted by a last 'minute radio 
campaign might not have happened but for Joe Curran." 

Governor Schaefer had previously maintained a low profile on the gun control issue, but 
during this campaign he worked aggressively for the new law. When advice columnist Ann 
Landers endorsed the law, the Governor sent her a note of thanks, which she printed in her 
column. In mid-September, he held a breakfast that raised a reported $125,000 for the gun-ban 
effort. A similar gathering near the end of the campaign added another $100,000 to the coffers. 

Baltimore County Chief of Police Cornelius J. Behan was another gun-ban crusader. In 
the early stages, he "walked the halls" (his words) of the Maryland legislature with Sarah Brady 
to achieve passage of the law. During the referendum, the Chief "drafted an open letter on the 
virtues of the Maryland Gun Ban which directly attacked three groups who were working to 
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bring the law to referendum." In addition, "Baltimore County officers were forced to attend 
one-sided presentations of inaccurate information during duty hours and to disseminate such 
information to the public." 

Maryland State Police Superintendent Elmer H. Tippett was another key player. On 
October 17, 1989, for instance, he issued an order that declared in part: "Effective immediately, 
no Agency personnel will be involved with or participate in any National Rifle Association 
(NRA) sponsored event or activities while in an on duty status." No anti-gun groups were 
mentioned. Boulet charges that a Maryland state trooper was "thus free to continue to participate 
in pro-Gun Ban events in uniform on company time but was strictly on notice not to show his 
affiliation if he attended an anti-Gun Ban rally." 

An eye-opening example of government abuse described by Boulet was the attempt by 
officials of the Maryland Transit Administration to provide free bus signs for the law's 
proponents while requiring the pro-gun side to pay for its ads. The cost of the 500 vinyl-coated, 
3-x 12-foot "Vote for Question #3" signs was $9,796 (the cost of space an estimated 
$57,522.12). "Not only were the signs to be printed and displayed at no cost to the campaign, 
they were even designed by the MTA's public relations office ...." 

When the MCAGB asked the MTA to seek reimbursement for the printing costs and 
design time, and to charge the gun law supporters a fair market price for display space, the 
agency did not reply. So the MCAGB filed suit on October 18th to force the MTA to act fairly. 
Three days later, the MTA sent the CESNS an $11,376 bill for the signs, followed three days 
later by an additional invoice for $1,570 for printing and design costs. It was a fraction of the 
value of free ad space on the buses. 

"On October 24, U.S. District Judge Alexander Harvey II ruled against the Committee 
Against the Gun Ban's request. Maryland Deputy Attorney General Dennis M. Sweeney told the 
judge that the Winston Network, Inc., an advertising agency which paid the state $700,000 
annually for the right to sell the space, had agreed to donate the space for 500 ads .... The judge 
found that this action, coupled with the billing of the gun control group for ad production took 
the issue out of the state domain."" 

Election Eve Smear 

Boulet also summarizes the notorious election-eve smear that involved allegations that 
the pro-gun MCAGB intended to pay workers on election day in violation of state law. Based on 
that apocryphal charge by the Baltimore Evening Sun on the afternoon of November 7th, an 
injunction against the MCAGB was imposed by a Baltimore Circuit judge; a subpoena for 
virtually everything stored at the Committee's election headquarters was issued; and a 
warrantless police raid was launched at 8:30 p.m. that night, perfectly timed for maximum 
election-day newspaper and TV coverage, with no opportunity for effective rebuttal before the 
polls closed. (The three Baltimore network TV stations had been notified of the raid and were 
present with cameras when it began.) 

The impact of this episode was devastating. Fred Griiser, chairman of the MCAGB, 
claimed that, as reports of the injunction began to circulate, "We lost at least 30 percent of our 
precinct workers because of fear, plain and simple. I have never seen anything worse than what I 
saw on Monday night. I didn't think things like that could happen in America." 

Boulet asserts: "It would appear that the events of election eve were calculated to achieve 
a particular effect upon a crucial segment of the Maryland electorate. And that effect would 
make all the difference in the results on election day." Indeed it did. On November 7th, the Sun 
had released a poll indicating that 48 percent favored the new law, 47 percent opposed it, and 5 
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percent remained undecided (the law had received 70 percent-plus support in the polls as late as 
July). It was, in other words, a dead heat, with the momentum favoring those opposed to the law. 
But, on November 8th, the law was upheld by a lopsided 58 to 42 percent margin. 

Terrorizing Voters 

One of the unusual aspects of the vote was the low turnout in Baltimore, especially in 
predominantly poor, black precincts. On November 10th, the Washington Post reported: "There 
was also a mystery in Baltimore. Voters slowed to a trickle around 5 p.m. until the polls closed 
three hours later, traditionally the peak voting time in the city." Boulet notes that throughout the 
day "police officers, some in full uniform, were standing by the polls," with "at least 125 officers 
working the polls in Baltimore County alone. These officers were extremely visible, even to the 
point of handing out "Vote FOR Question #3' palm cards which carried a police endorsement." 
Those activities were covered by television news, so "by afternoon, most folks in Baltimore City 
had heard in one way or another that the police were standing at the polls, watching for 
something." Boulet believes that the "intimidation by mere presence effect" was significant. "It 
would appear," he asserts, "that the Free State of Maryland has set a new standard for terrorizing 
voters, especially poor minority voters, of hitherto unsurpassed efficiency." 

Boulet concludes with this warning: "Your state can become another Maryland if you 
don't get involved and stay involved .... Good ideas without a willingness to work for them won't 
get the job done." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Outward and 
Inward Revolutions 

Liberation Theology and its Critics, by Arthur F. McGovern, Maryknoll, New York: 
Orbis Books, 1989, 281 pages, paperback. 

The Evergetinos: A Complete Text, Volume I of The First Book, by Bishop 
Chrysostomos, et al., Etna, California: Center for Traditionalist Orthodox Studies, 1989, 105 
pages, paperback. 

A History of the Protestant Reformation in England and Ireland, by William Cobbett, 
Rockford, Illinois: Tan Books, 1988, 406 pages, paperback. 

So-called liberation theology has risen up in certain church circles over the past few 
decades to create considerable mischief in several religious denominations. Generally speaking, 
liberation theology, developed in Latin America, claims to seek, under Christian auspices, 
solutions to certain economic problems in that part of the world by the application of a type of 
Marxist social and historical analysis to existing socio-economic structures. It combines this 
Marxist analysis with what many observers see as a superficial overlay of Christianity. 

Liberation theology has been exposed by a number of conservative theologians as 
nothing more than a blasphemous exploitation, trivialization, and secularization of religion and 
of the science of theology. Jesus Christ, according to the more primitive version of liberationist 
teaching, was a proto-Marxist revolutionary whose entire raison d'étre was to bring to the world 
a "heaven-sent" message that workers and peasants must rise up, cast off their chains, and 
establish a Marxist-Leninist, socialist "paradise on earth." 

The more refined version of this theme emphasizes the "historical Jesus," Who 
demonstrated a strong partiality for the poor and the oppressed in their class struggle against the 
mighty and the rich. Never mind that there is not so much as a scintilla of evidence in the biblical 
or historical record for such theories. Liberation theology creates its own Christ, its own 
scripture, and its own tradition. 
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Heaven on Earth? 

Arthur F. McGovern's volume is, I must confess, interesting in places. This is not because 
of what he has to say, but because he systematically addresses the concerns of each of liberation 
theology's major critics. It is what they have to say that makes one or two of his chapters the best 
parts of this book. The author admits, from time to time, that certain criticisms against some 
forms of liberation theology have validity. Thus, as Michael Novak writes, he treats critics "with 
civility and seriousness." Moreover, he honestly states that, in the past, Marxism has been neither 
very liberating nor very kind. He admits that it has been responsible for millions of deaths -- an 
admission one does not often hear from the far left (and this book was written before all of the 
instability in Eastern Europe). 

One might be tempted to give McGovern a tiny measure of credit for these two good 
points. That would be a mistake, however, since- through all of his obscurantist ravings, 
equivocations, and furious back-pedaling -- it is still clear that he favors economic collectivism. 
Even among many leftists, formerly supportive of the harsher styles of socialism typified by the 
Soviet and Cuban regimes, the new fashion and the new "buzzwords" have become "democratic 
socialism." 

This trend is also apparently true of liberation theologians. The radical leftist political, 
economic, and theological assumptions are nonetheless the same. Therefore, except for the naive, 
the uninformed, and those possessing a strong proclivity for thuggery, none should be gulled by 
what is, after all, only a change in packaging. 

The author and his fellow liberationists look to a future "kingdom of heaven" on earth. 
He defends those who believe that this should be accomplished through a radical assault on 
existing Western social systems and their total overthrow by violence, if necessary. From a 
traditional Christian theological point of view, this is one of the fundamental errors in liberation 
theology. 

Living Hell 

Christianity is not a religion of class warfare. "God wills that a// men be saved," not only 
the poor, the rich, the "oppressed," the "privileged," or this class or that. While true injustices 
must be addressed, those that do exist in every society cannot, according to Christian thought, be 
eliminated by violent revolutions, by dabbling in radical ideologies, or by encouraging blatant 
envy towards and hatred of one class by another. 

Such concepts, when put into practice, have never produced anything resembling a 
"kingdom of Heaven." They have, rather, inevitably consigned every class and every man, within 
reach of such experiments in evil, to a living hell on earth. McGovern, as previously noted, 
admits to the overwhelming loss of life in various attempts at achieving complete socialist 
"justice and equality." Why, then, would he wish to continue, in the name of religion, along such 
a path? The question is purely rhetorical. We already know the answer. 

The teachings of Christianity are not directed toward changes in the fundamentals of 
political, social, or economic systems. They look beyond the transitory and seek something much 
more difficult and much more permanent. They seek a fundamental change in the heart of every 
man. 

In the early centuries of Christianity, this was understood perfectly, as it is among most 
tradition-minded believers today. The ancient desert monastics of the third to fifth centuries, 
whose writings are admired in all Christian denominations and whose teachings are the subject 
of the second book reviewed, never sought, for example, the overthrow of the society into which 
they were born and in which they lived. They struggled not for an outward revolution, but for an 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


inward one. 
Change Yourself 

The Evergetinos, a collection of works from the desert Fathers, is a Christian classic 
never before translated into English in its entirety. This book is in no way concerned with 
contemporary ideological movements or trendy schools of theology. Yet, it is a subtle refutation 
of everything for which liberation theology stands. 

The desert Fathers -- whose lives, sayings, and stories comprise this work -- were 
anything but hypocrites. Unlike the partisans of liberation theology, they would never have 
advised: "If you do not like this sinful world, go out and force others to change their ways"; or: 
"If you think you see injustice everywhere, overthrow the system!" On the contrary, they would 
have insisted: "If you do not like this sinful world, first change yourself and see after your own 
spiritual life and moral condition"; or: "If you see what you think is injustice, make sure you are 
first perfectly just yourself, before you consider accusing others." 

This book, the first of 20 volumes planned by the publisher, is translated from the Greek 
and edited by an impressive team of scholars from the United States, England, and Greece. I 
recommend The Evergetinos to all of those interested in traditional religion. They will find in 
this book a brisk antidote to the guile of the modernists and the leftist political ecumenists who 
try to make their poisonous nostrums more palatable by dipping them in a thin syrup of distorted, 
quasi-religious cant. 

Apologia for England 

Like The Evergetinos, William Cobbett's History of the Protestant Reformation in 
England and Ireland is also the product of a publisher devoted to more traditional works. This 
text, out of print for nearly a century, is actually a photo-reproduction of the 1896 edition. The 
author, an English writer and politician, was born in 1766 to a family of poor farmers. He was 
largely self-taught, especially with regard to his command of English. Making the most of his 
own remarkable talents, he rose up to become influential in his time and may, therefore, 
accurately be described as a self-made man. 

Cobbett was an extremely contentious character whose colorful career in Britain and the 
United States, as a writer and publisher, is both entertaining and amusing to read. Virtually all of 
his works were highly sensational in nature and highly critical of the establishment of his time. 
(One of the few exceptions to this rule is his English Grammar, though even this was an instant 
"best seller" in its day.) 

Cobbett's History is an apologia for the England that existed prior to the reign of Henry 
VII. He argues, with considerable persuasiveness, that the governments of Henry VIII and 
Elizabeth I interfered to such a great extent in the personal lives of the people, and with the 
economic order, that an entire way of life was gravely disturbed. England lurched towards 
despotism. 

Furthermore, states Cobbett, the seizure of the property of the Church and of the 
monasteries impoverished the peasants. A system of regressive taxation, including an income 
tax, undermined conditions of prosperity, concord, and general happiness. Crime increased, a 
huge new underclass was inadvertently created, and England was never again the same. 

Cobbett's History dramatically revises the record of this era. A controversial book when 
written, it remains one today. One may agree with the author; one may not. In either event, I 
suspect that no one will be disappointed in this book. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


BETWEEN THE LINES 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Time for Truth? 

A new book by Morley Safer, co-editor of CBS's 60 Minutes, shows how a paid agent of 
Hanoi not only served as a correspondent for Time magazine but also pulled the strings that 
manipulated much of the U.S. press corps covering the Vietnam War. Flashbacks: On 
Returning to Vietnam tells the story of Safer's trip back to Vietnam to learn the truth about 
Pham Xuan An, who had covered Vietnamese politics and military affairs for Time during the 
war. "He was among the best-connected journalists in the country," Safer wrote of An. "At Time, 
he was considered a sage. It was always An who would brief new correspondents; it was An 
whom even the competition sought when trying to unravel the hopelessly complicated threads of 
Vietnamese political loyalties." 

When Safer caught up with An recently, he asked him about who he really was and why 
he stayed in Vietnam after it fell to communism. "One truth is that for 10 years I was a staff 
correspondent for Time magazine, and before that Reuters," An told him. "The other truth is that 
I joined the movement in 1944 and in one way or another have been part of it ever since." 

An explained how he held the rank of regimental commander for the communist army of 
North Vietnam while working as a reporter for Reuters as early as 1960. When he transferred to 
Time magazine later, he was promoted to the rank of colonel. It's clear An now has second 
thoughts about his work on behalf of the communists. He says: "Like every revolution, we called 
it a people's revolution, but of course the people were the first to suffer." 

Yet Safer somehow seems less reflective. "Whatever he was, whatever he did in the past, 
An is a dignified and decent man, a believer still in a small, honorable destiny for his country," 
Safer concludes. "I do not think of him as a communist, though he still is a loyal party member. I 
can't even think of him as a nationalist. It is a perverted word that too often masks grandiose and 
ugly possibilities. No, An is a genuine patriot, I decide, one of the few I have known." 

Reader's Indigestion 

The April 1990 issue of Reader's Digest contains a commendable exposé of obscene 
artwork underwritten by federal tax dollars. The article, written by Randy Fitzgerald, recalls the 
highly publicized cases of Andres Serrano, who received a $15,000 grant from the National 
Endowment for the Arts for his photograph of a crucifix submerged in urine, and Robert 
Mapplethorpe, who got $30,000 for taking pictures of naked children and other "homoerotic" 
subjects. 

However, the piece failed to mention another major scandal in which NEA funds were 
diverted to support a live New York sex show by porn star Annie Sprinkle. "Usually I get paid a 
lot of money for this, but tonight it's government funded," Sprinkle boasted as she spread her 
legs and invited audience members to inspect her vagina with the aid of a flashlight. 

In investigating the taxpayer ripoff, New York City Tribune art critic James Cooper 
found that the Sprinkle show was also supported by the Lila Wallace Theater Fund. Lila and 
DeWitt Wallace were the founders of -- you guessed it -- the Reader's Digest. 

The Real Barbara Walters 

Back in 1988, ABC's Barbara Walters interviewed Jane Fonda, providing a forum for 
what has become known erroneously as Hanoi Jane's "apology" for her support of the enemy 
during the Vietnam War. At the time, no one within the mainstream journalistic establishment 
questioned the blatant conflict of interest that faced Walters as she threw up softballs for Fonda. 
Walters is and was married to Merv Adelson, then chief executive officer of Lorimar 
TelePictures Inc., a division of which produced and distributed Fonda's aerobic and exercise 
videos. At the time, the tapes had grossed in excess of $250 million. 
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Now, in Barbara Walters: An Unauthorized Biography, by Jerry Oppenheimer, we learn 
that many of her colleagues don't consider her a journalist at all but rather a jetset TV star who 
panders to her famous friends and has few professional ethics. Why is Walters still working for 
ABC News rather than ABC Entertainment? 

Anchors Away 

Ever wonder why the networks feel it is necessary to send their multi-million-dollar 
anchor super-stars around the world chasing the latest international news story? Why is it 
necessary for Tom Brokaw, Dan Rather, or Peter Jennings to be johnny-on-the-spot in 
Johannesburg, Berlin, or Malta? What insights do viewers get from such photo opportunities? 

Los Angeles Times media reporter Thomas Rosenstiel explains that "sending the 
anchorman to the scene is really part of a tense network news search for a reason to exist at all." 
Now, because of satellite technology, networks no longer enjoy exclusive domain over footage 
of national and international events. Rosenstiel concludes that "the wandering anchor reflects the 
extent to which, in the age of instant video, pictures themselves are the story, and the anchorman 
is less a storyteller working with words than a sort of companion for the viewer, supplying a 
sense of emotion and familiarity to the pictures." 


-- JOSEPH FARAH 
SINCERELY My Funny 
Census Form 
F.R. Duplantier 


There must have been a screw-up somewhere. I had eagerly awaited the arrival of my 
20-page Official 1990 U.S. Census Form so that I could perform my civic duty by providing 
answers to all of the questions asked, no matter how irrelevant or intrusive they might seem -- 
but, when it arrived, I noticed something funny. The form looked the same as the one my 
neighbor received, but some of the questions, some of the instructions accompanying the 
questions, and many of the multiple-choice answers were completely different. 

For instance -- in place of the several permutations of relative and non-relative to 
describe the relationship to PERSON 1 of PERSONS 2-7, ranging from husband/wife and 
son/daughter to housemate/roommate and unmarried partner -- I was given only three 
ultra-contemporary alternatives: Significant other; Insignificant other; Significant bother. The 
choices for marital status were likewise simplified to three only: Married; Single; Married sports 
fan. Rather than the multiplicity of ethnicity offered to my neighbor -- Indian, Aleut, Pacific 
Islander, etc. -- the race selection question on my form offered only two all-encompassing 
options: Minorities, and Those Who Wish They Were Minorities. On the other hand, for the 
designation of sex, I was given an extra choice, "Undecided," in addition to the two traditional 
gender classifications. 

My instructions for Question 7 (Is this person of Spanish/Hispanic origin?) insisted that 
an American citizen should classify himself as Hispanic even if his ancestors had helped found 
St. Augustine, Florida in 1565, and cautioned that Xavier Cugat fans and Taco Bell employees 
do not automatically qualify. 

My form had all of the same household questions that appeared on my neighbor's form -- 
and then some. For example, Question Hla (Did you leave anyone out of your list of persons 
[living in your house] because you were not sure if the person should be listed?) was followed by 
three possible answers to the question, Why? 

¢ If you knew these people, you'd leave them out too; 
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¢ They had too much sense to believe that Title 13 of the U.S. Code would guarantee their 
privacy; and 

¢ There are 10 people in my house and I can only count to three. 

Question H10 (Do you have COMPLETE plumbing facilities in this house or apartment?) 
was followed, on my form, by Question H10a: How frequently do you bathe? (Daily; Every 
Saturday; Only for special occasions). Question H11 (Do you have COMPLETE kitchen 
facilities?) was followed by Question H1 1a, directed at members of families on the go: Which 
appliance do you use most often? (The microwave; The hot-air popcorn popper; The telephone 
(Speed dial function for pizza delivery)). And Question H12 (Do you have a telephone in this 
house or apartment?) was followed by H12a: Does your telephone have an answering machine? 
(Yes, one with a funny message (at least, we think it's funny); Yes, but everybody hangs up on it; 
Yes, but we never call anybody back). 

The instructions for Question 8 (In what U.S. State or foreign country was this person 
born?) stipulated that Massachusetts could be classified as either a state or a foreign country 
(The People's Republic of Massachusetts), that Panama could not be considered a 51st state, and 
that the "state of confusion" would not be considered an appropriate answer. Instructions for 
Question 9 (Is this person a CITIZEN of the United States?) explained that a citizen of a foreign 
country cannot be considered a U.S. citizen no matter how much foreign aid his homeland 
receives, that a member of the U.S. ruling elite must classify himself as a U.S. citizen even if he 
does consider himself a citizen of the world, and that -- for the purposes of this census -- one 
should disregard the question of whether or not the United States, as originally conceived by our 
Founding Fathers, even exists anymore. 

On my form, Question 12 (How much school has this person COMPLETED?) was 
followed by Question 12a: What did he learn? (How to waste his parents' money; How to engage 
in safe sex; How to answer impertinent questions on long, complicated forms). And Question 15 
(Does this person speak a language other than English at home?) offered these options for 
parents of teenagers: Valley Girl; Rap; He's a teenager (He doesn't speak to us). 

Question 21 (Did this person work at any time LAST WEEK?) required a choice from a 
much more honest selection of answers on my form than it did on my neighbor's: 

¢ He was employed, but he didn't do any work; 

* He worked, but it took three full-time employees to correct everything he did wrong; 
and 

* He's a congressman (we'd have been better off if he hadn't worked). 

Question 32h, concerning "any other sources of income received regularly" on my form 
specified the following: Prizes received for touring time-sharing properties; Deposits on 
aluminum cans; and Cash back from Chrysler. 

Question 33 (What was this person's total income in 1989?) dispensed with dollar 
amounts on my form, soliciting instead one of the following generalized responses: A lot less 
after taxes; A lot more than he reported; None of your business. 

Like I said, there must have been a screw-up somewhere. I checked around and could 
find no one who received a census form like mine. Either I got the wrong form, or everyone else 
did. 
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